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We vunpzrstanp that Mr. Lumley, Q.C., who was for 
many years the legal assistant secretary of the Poor Law 
Board, has been appointed counsel to the Local Govern- 
ment Board. It is understood that this appointment has 
been made in consequence of the number and importance 
of the legal questions which come before the Local Govern- 
ment Board as now constituted ; and that Mr. Lumley will 
act as general consulting counsel upon the numerous ques- 
tions which are likely to arise in the working of the 
Sanitary Acts; upon legislative measures which it may be 
found expedient to submit to the consideration of Parlia- 
ment, and upon the provisional orders issued by the 
Board.. Mr. Danby Palmer Fry, barrister-at-law, one of 
the inspectors of the Board, has been appointed to succeed 
Mr. Lumley in the office of assistant secretary. 








THB APPROACHING MEETING of the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association, which will be held at Bir. 
mingham in the course of the ensuing week, will naturally 
call attention to the scheme which has for some time 
been under consideration for amalgamating that associa- 
‘ion with the Incorporated’ Law Society. The objects of 
vhe two societies, setting on one side the public duties 
which devolve on the Incorporated Law Society, are sub- 
stantially thesame, and primd faciethere appears to be some 
loss of power in keeping on foot two organizations cover- 
ing the same ground. On its original formation the 
Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association filled a great 
want, and it has undoubtedly been of much service in 
providing for a more general discussion of legal subjects, 
especially among country solicitors, than could formerly 
be provided by the Incorporated Law Society. Recent 
alterations in the bye-laws of the last-mentioned body 
have, however, practically removed the reasons which led 
to the formation of the association. The governing body 
of the Law Society has now upon it a very large propor- 
tion of country solicitors, a proportion which can be 
increased whenever the number of country members 
appears to justify it. The general meetings are 
not to be confined to London, though the principal 
meeting of the year is always, for convenience 
sake, to be held there; and last, though not least, 
the election of the governing body is made truly 
representative of the whole society, which can in this 
way prevent any approach to apathy, if such should 
manifest itself. Moreover, the Law Society affords to its 
members the advantages of a central hall and club, a large 
legal library, and accommodation for arbitrations and 
other professional purposes, none of which are or can be 
provided by the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Asso- 
ciation. While, therefore, we gladly retognise the claim 
which that association possesses to the gratitude of soli- 
citors for its past services, we think the time for amalga- 
mation has now arrived, and we trust that at the en- 
suing meeting some definite arrangement for fusion 
with the larger society may be considered and agreed 
upon. Probably the Law ety would be willing to 


Consent to some arrangement for the reception of the 





existing members of the association without payment 
of the entrance fee which is required by its bye-laws. 





A VENTURESOME ATTEMPT hasbeen lately made tohold the 
Postmaster-General answerable for the transmission of 
telegraphic messages, and the case, Overstall v. Post- 
master-General, is reported in another column. It was, 
of course, held, in conformity with Lane v. Cotton (1 Ld. 
R. 646), in which, 172 years ago, a similar attempt was 
unsuccessfully made in respect of the transmission of 
letters, that the action could not succeed. The Post- 
master-General is not a person acting in his own business, 
and employing servants to do it; he is merely a servant 
of the Crown, discharging a public duty by means of 
other persons, who are also servants of the Crown, though 
appointed and dismissed by him, as the labourers or 
workmen on a farm or at a mill are appointed and dis- 
missed by the bailiff or foreman. To make him liable for 
their misfeasance (in this instance it was the destruction 
of a telegram) would, therefore, be contrary to all prin- 
ciple. If anyone besides the actual wrongdoer 
could be made liable, it must be the, Crown itself, 
and no one would imagine that the Crown could 
be sued in damages. It does not appear whether 
the claim was founded on an allegation of a wrong, or 
on the allegation of a breach of contract. We rather 
assume the former; and, if so, we may add that it is 
very doubtful whether, even against a private person 
performing functions similar to those of the Postmaster- 
General, any action could have been maintained in that 
form under the circumstances which (as we read the 
brief report given) existed in this case. But if it was 
founded on an allegation of breach of contract, it is 
quite clear that no contract whatever is made with the 
Postmaster-General by the senders of letters and tele- 
grams; but the senders call upon him in discharge of 
his public duty to forward their communications, and 
he, in discharge of that duty, does so; the whole being 
entirely governed by statutory arrangements. 

We observe that it is said the damages were agreed; 
on what footing is not stated, and we should be curious 
to know what the footing was. The damages for breach 
of a contract are measured by the probable consequences 
of the breach; but what are the probable consequences 
of the non-transmission of a letter, which may be a beg- 
ging letter, an invitation to dinner, the advertisement of 
a new hair-dye, the prospectus of a swindling company, 
or a bond fide tender of a contract for £100,000? And 
substantially the same observation is true of telegrams. 
In Lane v. Cotton the attempt to charge the Postmaster- 
General seems to have been based on the notion that he 
occupied the position of a common carrier, and was liable 
for the valuables (Exchequer bills) which had been stolen 
in the transit by the servants of the Post-office; but that 
would afford no guide for estimating the damages indi- 
rectly caused to the sender of a letter through its non- 
delivery. 


Tus proviston in the Revising Barristers Act of the 
last session requiring evening sittings of the Revision 
Courts to be held in boroughs in which the population 
exceeds ten thousand, has been creating confusion in 
many places. The Act doesnot contain any provision 
as to what business shall be taken at the evening 
sitting, but the intention, as expressed in the debates 
on the measure while passing through Parliament, 
was to remedy the grievance under which lodgers 
are supposed to labour by reason of their having to 
claim afresh every year, instead of being put on 
the list by the overseers. Everyone who has any 
experience of Revision Courts knows that, in the 
great majority of cases, the parties objected to, or 
claimants as the case may be, do not appear at all, and 
a large part of the revising barristers’ work, even in 
places where the registration is hotly contested, consists 
in making corrections or alterations, and in striking out 
names in default of appearance. If, therefore, the 
51 
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barrister at his day courts only hears the cases of 
parties who appear then, and leaves all other cases 
to stand over until the evening sitting, scarcely 
any progress canbe made. If he decides on 
the cases, then it is not quite clear that he can 
even with the consent of the objector, re-open 
them if the parties appear at the evening sitting, and 
it is quite clear that without the consent of the objector 
he cannot do so. The result is that the evening sittings 
have in most places not been of great value to anyone, 
while they have given a good deal of trouble to barristers 
and agents. Some barristers appear to have refused to 
take any cases except lodger claims at the evening 
sittings, and this has not unnaturally caused dissatisfac- 
tion. At Preston the barrister took this course and 
closed his revision, according to the report, in a court 
crowded with claimants whose cases had not been heard, 
owing to their absence in the morning. Some means 
ought to have been taken to avoid this result, but we are 
by no means clear that the barrister could have re-opened 
the cases, however willing he might have been to do so. 

The best course for revising barristers to take would 
appear to be to give, with the notice of their evening 
sitting, a notice that only those cases would then be 
taken which had been expressly reserved from the morn- 
ing sitting. Parties who are able to attend in the even- 
ing only will then have to inform one of the agents or 
some other person attending the court, so as to get their 
case reserved, but this can very easily be done. If some 
arrangement of this kind is not made it is almost impos- 
sible to make the evening sitting of any use at all to the 
voters, unless, indeed, the whole work is done in the 
evening, and that will equally inconvenience people who 
prefer the morning. According to the Act, as it now 
stands, the revising barrister is bound to sit once at least 
in the evening, but he need not take any particular 
case or any particular class of cases then. He may in 
fact make just what arrangements he pleases, and 
therefore it is obvious that, unless public notice is 
given beforehand of what the arrangement is to be, 
the evening sitting can be of no possible use, while, 
by causing parties to absent themselves in the morning, 
it may be quite the reverse. 





Tue susiness of the three superior courts of common 
law has during the last seven years for which we have 
returns shown a decrease almost continuous. In addition 
to the information on this subject contained in another 
column, we insert a table compiled from the judicial 
statistics, extending over a period of seven years, from 
which it appears that in the year 1872 the number of 
actions commenced by writ of summons was less than 
half the number commenced in 1866, the earliest year 
of the period. The number of judgments in the 
superior courts of common law was 44,316 in 1866, and 
in 1872 it was only 23,554. The executions issued 
numbered 30,053 in 1866, and only 15,304 in 1872. The 
fees of court amounted to £188,295 in 1866, and to 
£127,918 in 1872, and the dealings with the suitors’ 
fund show a decrease of about fifty thousand pounds, 
both in receipts and payments. It has been attempted 
to account for this by the supposition that the county 
courts have taken the entire number of the deficiency 
shown in the superior courts, but this is not supported 
by facts. ITtis true that the number of plaints issued 
by the county courts has appreciably increased during 
the whole of the period referred to, but as a fact that 
increase has been intermittent rather than continuous. 
Taking the aggregate number of writs issued and of 
plaints entered in each year, we find it was in 1872 
965,255; in 1871, 984,445; in 1870, 985,455; in 1869, 
1,022,715; in 1868, 1,058,832; in 1867, 1,069,402; and 
in 1866, 1,005,840. This, then, would appear to show a 
large actual decrease in the common law business of the 
whole country during the last seven years—a decrease 
which appears likely to continue, and which is the more 
remarkable when the increase of the commerce of the 








country and the continuous additions to the population 
are taken into account. 

The following is the table referred to above, showing 
the Common Law Business transacted in the Superior 
Courts and County Courts, from 1866 to 1872 inclusive, 
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JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1872. 
Common Law Courts. 
The usual returns made by the Queen’s Coroner and 
Attorney, and by the Master of the Crown Office, of the 
business on the Crown side of the Court of Queen’s 


Bench are again given, but from the circumstances cannot: 


be exact, and as they exhibit no great variation from 
previous years an analysis of them would not be profit- 
able. 

The number of writs of summons issued out of the 
three Superior Courts of Common Law again shows @ 
decrease. The numbers for the last ten years have 
been :— 


RODD civeseicisissiiosss . 63,926 
TB7L sicsscsesssescesesvee 65,297 
BUG seisisisisnis Seventies 72,660 
1869 .oecccccssse sesoeree 81,778 
1868 ......... is chine. 
1867 woccceessccoeceseevee 187,221 
 Reapanit a . 133,160 
TI hss ccs chogs sessseesee 119,097 
OGD oo. sscevsssovs veeee 118,158 
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similar proportion. The number of appearances entered 
to these 63,926 writs of summons was 21,467, as against 
91,792 in 1871; the judgments were 23,554 in 1872, as 
inst 24,129 in 1871; and the writs of execution were 
15,304 as against 15,940. In the total number of pro- 
ceedings in 1872 under “ process issued” there is a de- 
crease as compared with 1871 of 2,971 following a de- 
crease in 1871 of 15,404. Under the head of “ Matters 
heard” there is an increase of 22 as compared with 1871. 
The amount of the fees received in the three Superior 
Courts was £47,574 6s. in 1872, £47,692 15s. in 1871, 
£52,593 9s. 6d. in 1870, and £68,992 19s. 6d. in 1869. 

There have been no proceedings under the Parliamen- 
tary Elections Act of 1868 since the year 1870. 

The returns of the Associates of the three Superior 
Courts of Common Law and of the Clerks of Assize, and 
the Clerks of the Crown are given in the usual form. 
They show that there were 287 remanets at Westmin- 
ster from the year 1871, and that 2,251 causes were en- 
tered for trial at Westminster, that 1,003 were withdrawn 
or struck out, that 215 were undefended, 382 were made 
remanets, and 6 were stayed, so that the number of 
defended causes tried at Westminster in 1872 was 932. 
There were also 1,156 causes entered for trial at Nisi 
Prius, of which number 374 were withdrawn or struck 
out, 748 were tritd, and 34 were made remanets. In the 
previous year there were only 1,022 causes entered for 
trial at Nisi Prius, of which number 259 were withdrawn, 
755 were tried, and 6 were made remanets. Besides these 
there were in 1872 296 causes from the Common Pleas 
of Lancaster entered for trial; four from the Common 
Pleas of Durham, and five from the Court of Probate ; 177 
of these causes were tried, and 17 were made remanets, 
the remainder being withdrawn or otherwise disposed of. 

In the number of judgments entered up in the offices 
of the three Superior Courts, there is again a consider- 
able decrease. In 1872 they were 23,554, in 1871 24,129, 
in 1870 27,634, and in 1869 30,152. 

The result of the 2,608 causes tried at Westminster 
and on circuit in 1872 was a verdict for the plaintiff in 
1,672, and for the defendant in 302; in 32 causes the 
jury was discharged without giving a verdict, and in 77 
4 juror was withdrawn; 102 plaintiffs were nonsuited ; 
in 83 causes there was a stet processus or the venue 
was changed, and in 340 the record was withdrawn. 
The total amount recovered by these verdicts was 
£385,883 in 1872; the corresponding amount in 1871 
was £347,320. 

The Master's returns show the number of writs of 
execution issued out of the three Superior Courts to have 
been 15,304, as against 15,940 in the previous year. 

Applications for rules for a new trial were made in 571 
causes, in 138 a rule was refused, and in 232 it was 
granted. There were, moreover, 575 other special 
motions. 


As before stated, the number of writs of summons 
issued was 63,926, and there were 21,467 appearances 
entered, leaving a proportion of 66°4 per cent. of the 
actions thus commenced in which no step was taken 
‘owards a defence. In 1871 this proportion was 66.7 
yercent. Only 3,407 of the actions in which appear- 
ances were entered were entered for trial, and only 1,895 
Were brought to trial. The actions brought to trial 
in 1872 are only 2°6 per cent. of those commenced; in 
1871 the proportion was 2°5 per cent. 

The Chamber Clerks of the Judges show by their re- 
turns that there were 58,350 summonses issued out of 
the Chambers of the three Superior Courts of Common 

W, as against 55,472 in the previous year, and that 
the total number of proceedings in Chambers was 
187,287 in 1872, and 177,790 in 1871. 

The return of cases carried into the Court of Error 
shows that 124 memorandums of error and notices of 
appeal were lodged, being 17 more than in 1871 ; 99 were 
set down for argument, and 70 were disposed of, leaving 





and of course the fees received have decreased in a 








and 46 disposed of. On the revenue side of the Court 
of Exchequer there were 95 proceedings. 

The Common Law Suitors Fund on the 1st January, 
1872, consisted of £51,416 6s. 7d., and during the year 
the sums paid in amounted to £122,485 8s., making 
together £173,901 14s. 7d. the total amount of the fund 
to the end of the year. During the year £116,637 2s. 8d. 
was paid out, leaving £57,264 11s. 11d. as the balance of 
the fund at the beginning of the year 1873. In the 
year 1871, and in 1870, the amounts paid in as well as 
those paid out were somewhat larger. The fees received 
by stamps amounted to £80,344 4s., and the payments 
amounted to £93,293 8s, 5d., showing a balance of 
£12,949 4s. 5d. of payments above the amount received. 
In 1871 this deficiency amounted to £22,454 12s. 7d. 

There are now, or were in 1872, 499 places in which 
county courts are held, and these are comprised in 56 
circuits. The number of plaints entered in these courts, 
including 554 cases from the superior courts, was 901,329, 
as against 919,148 in the previous year, and the number of 
cases decided was 511,906, as against 521,944 in the pre- 
vious year. Judgment summonses were issued to the 
number of 124,367, and 64,992 were heard. In 1871 
| the judgment summonses were 123,928, and those heard 
| numbered 66,606. There were 33,823 warrants of com- 

mitment issued, and 6,899 debtors were imprisoned; in 
1871 the commitments were 33,704, and the imprison- 
ments 7,969. The executions issued numbered 177,421, 
and there were 3,877 sales made; the numbers in 1871 
were 181,123 executions, and 4,435 sales. 

The total sum for which plaints were entered was 
£2,590,792, being about £72,000 less than in 1871. The 
sums for which judgments were obtained ‘amounted to 
£1,282,693 for debts, and £62,360 for costs; in 1871 the 
debts recovered amounted to a much larger sum, and the 
costs to less. The fees on all proceedings amounted to 
£349,266 in 1872, being nearly £9,000 less than in the 
previous year. The county court business has therefore 
fallen off a little, and the increase of the last few years 
is no longer maintained. 

The year 1872 was the seventh year during which 
Equity jurisdiction has been exercised by county courts, 
and the following table shows the number cf the several 
proceedings for four years :— 





1872. 1871. 1870. 1859. 
Namber of plaints entered— 
For administration of estates 225 226 212 248 
For execution of trusts ...... 27 26 24 54 
For foreclosure or redemption 
or for enforcing any charg 
C9 re ee! eee ee 
For specific performance...... 89 107 90 115 
For delivering up or cancel- 
ling any agreement for sale 
OF PUTCHASE .,.....00.,c0eeeee 5 4 8 10 
For dissolving or winding up 
of a partnership ........ cae OS FO 58 61 
Petitions or notices filed......... 135 153 132 116 
Payments in by trustees,........ 51 46 1 26 
683 767 668 750 


The amount of the subject-matter in dispute in these 
683 equitable proceedings in county courts was £103,491 
in 1872, as against £116,672 in 767 such proceedings in 
1871. There were 244 suits pending at the end of the 
year. There were 6 appeals from county court decisions 
in equity in 1872, in 1871 there was but one appeal. 

The admiralty jurisdiction exercised by county courts 
in 1872 and in the three previous years exhibits a con- 
tinuing increase. 








29 remanets, In 1871 79 were set down for argument, 


1872. 1871. 1870. 1869, 
Total number of Admiralty 
suits or proceedings..,...... 354 335 375 9337 
Arrests of vessels........... .. 141 1388 144 99 
Final decrees..,........0000.005 os ek 89 181 123 
Amount of fees ........6..006 £1,459 £1,284 £1,501 £1,278 
Suits ponding ..........00008 56 75 68 59 
Appeals ...........068 AE Ree oe — 1 3 
Cases transferred ............... 4 3 o 6 








F 
i 
‘ Z 
¥ 
i 
i 





936 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Oct. 18, 1873; _ 


ne 





The business of the City of London Court, although 
assimilated with the county courts, is shown in a separate 
return, from'which it appears that there is a slight increase 
in the business. The number of plaints entered was 
14,301, including 44 cases from the superiorcourts, and 
6,114 cases were determined. There were 1,179 judgment 
summonses issued, of which 451 wereheard. There were 
153 warrants of commitment issued, and 11 debtors im- 
prisoned. The Court sat on 171 days. There was a 
limited number of equity proceedings in this court, 
amounting to 10 only; in the previous year the number 
was 18. The fees amount to £37, and the number of 
suits pending at the end of the year was 2. 

The admiralty proceedings in the City of London 
Court for the last four years sufficiently appear in the 
following table :— 

1872. 1871. 1870. 1869. 
Total number of Admiralty 

suits or proceedings 191 147 
Arrests of vessels............... 40 43 
Final decrees......3..<........s0: 64 63 
Amount of fees .................. £5 £558 £494 
Suits pending 93 72 
Appeals : 4 3 
Transferred to the High Court 

of Admiralty z 2 6 


None of the 26 local courts for the recovery of small 
debts which existed in 1871 have been abolished in 1872, 
but in seven of them no proceedings were taken. In 5 
of these courts there were less than 10 plaints entered in 
each. From the Salford Hundred Court of Record 
8,846 writs were issued in 1872 for an aggregate amount of 
£105,205, as against 8,252 writs for £99,746 in 1871. 
In all the other courts in which proceedings took place 
in 1872 the aggregate number of plaints entered was 
4,689, for an aggregate amount of £108,246, as against 
4,697 plaints, for an aggregate amount of £100,894, in the 
previous year. 

The registrar of the Lord Mayor’s Court, London, 
shows by his return that the number of actions entered 
in this court in 1872 was 15,311 being 347 more than in 
1871, and following an increase of 520 in 1870. The 
total amount for which these actions were entered was 
£350,863 being £29,514 more than in 1871. The number 
of foreign attachments was 945 in 1872, as against 814in 
1871. On the equity side of this court there were two 
bills filed and two decrees and orders made. In 1871 
there were 7 bills and 4 decrees. The fees of courtin 
all proceedi amount to £8,597 in 1872, and to 8,419 
in 1871. 

In the court of the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries, 
it appears by the return of the registrar of that court, 
that under proceedings in equity there were 26 
petitions entered in 1872, and 13 in 1871; there 
were 31 appearances entered, 51 affidavits filed, 20 in- 
terlocutory orders made, and 37 registrars’ summonses, 
orders, and certificates. The amount for which petitions 
were entered was £1,972, and decrees were obtained for 
£520. 

Under the common law jurisdiction in Cornwall there 
were 2 writsof summons, 2 appearances,1 declaration, 
1 plea, and 1 replication. The total amount for which 
actions were brought was £250, the amount of the costs 
were £8, and of the fees £2. There were 5 petitions 
for winding up joint stock companies, and 7 against 
unincorporated companies in 1372, as against 6 such cases 
im 1871, and5 orders were made forwinding up, as against 
7 im 1871. There were 123 petitions or orders for wind- 
ing up pending in 1872, as against 148 in 1871. There 
were 5 appeals in 1872, as against 2 in 1871. 

In the three Superior Courts of Common Law the con- 
timous decrease of the business is established beyond a 
doubt. The recent increase in the county court business is 
decidedly checked, and taken as a whole thereisa general 
decrease in the common law cases in all the courts. As 
we have shown elsewhere, this in accordance with the 
course of events during the last seven years. 





—<—<—— 


LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
Supreme Court or JuDIcAaTURE. 
(Continued from p. 922. 

All the jurisdiction of the present Common Law ang 
Equity Courts being, as we have seen, transferred to the 
Supreme Court, provision is made for the concuzzent ad. 
ministration of Law and Equity. The Supreme Court 
and every judge thereof is to give to petitioners ang 
litigating parties claiming or setting up any equity the 
same relief as the Court of Chancery ought to haye 
given in the case of such equities similarly claimed or 
set up before the passing of the Act. In addition to 
equities specifically raised by the parties, the Supreme 
Court is to follow the present practice of the Court of 


Chancery in recognising all equitable estates, titles, | 
rights, duties, and liabilities incidentally appearing in ~ 
the course of any cause or matter. The recognition of © 


equities being thus secured, the Act provides that, sub- 
ject to such recognition, the Court shall give effect to 
all legal claims, &c., and all common law, customary, and 
statutory estates, duties, &c., in the manner at present 
used by the existing Courts. There are to be no in. 
junctions or prohibitions against proceedings in the 
Supreme Court. This, however, is not to affect the 
power of the Courts to order a stay of proceedings, and 
parties and others may apply in a summary way for 
such an order. The necessity for cross actions and suits 
is removed, the ‘Courts being empowered to grant de. 
fendants properly claiming such relief by their pleadings 
the same relief they could grant them in a cross action 
or suit. A defendant, morever, having any claim con. 
nected with the subject of the cause against any person 
other than the plaintiff or petitioner, whether such 
other person be already a party or not, may raise his 
claim by his pleadings; and such person, on being served 
with written notice of the claim, is to become a party to 
the cause. The important provisions which we have 
been now considering relate only to matters commenced 
in the High Court; and they conclude with a general 
provision making it obligatory on the Supreme Court to 
avoid multiplicity of suits by doing complete justice 
between the parties in respect of all claims properly 
brought forward by them. 

We come now to the provisions relating to the mode 
in which the business of the Supreme Court is to be de- 
spatched. And, first, with respect to the High Court :— 

There are to be five Divisions of the High Court, 
This arrangement is made merely for the sake of con- 
venience, and is not to prevent any judge from sitting 
in any of the “ Divisional Courts” to which we shall 
presently refer, or in the place of any other judge. 
Provision is made for supplying existing vacancies on 
the bench at the commencement of the Act, for equalis- 
ing the number of the judges in certain divisions, for 
transferring judges from one division to another, for 
filling up future vacancies in any division, and for reduc- 
ing or increasing the number of the divisions, or of the 
judges in each division. Power is also given to 
abolish on vacancy the distinction between the offices of 
any of the three chiefs and the Master of the Rolls and 
the offices of the other judges of the High Court. The 
business, including matters *transferred to, as well as 
those commenced in, the High Court, is to be distributed 
among the several divisions and judges of the High 
Court in such manner as may from time to time be de- 
termined by rules of court or orders of transfer made 
under the Act; but in the meantime a mode of distri- 
bution of certain classes of business is marked out 
in the Act, to which we shall presently refer. Sub- 
ject to these provisions the selection of the divi- 
sion in which any cause, &c., is to be heard is left 
in the first instance to the person instituting the 
same, and he may put it into any divisién he likes except 
the Probate, &., Division. Ample powers of 
(the exercise of which, however, is to be optional) are 
given to the Court to meet cases in which a division has 
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been selected to which, according to the rules or the 
provisions in the Act, it oughtnot to be assigned; but pro- 
ceedings before transfer are to be valid. This provision 
is followed by a general power to transfer causes from 
one division or judge to another, and to retain causes in 
the divisions into which they may have been at first impro- 
perly placed. The authority by whom and the manner 
in which this power is to be exercised are to be directed 
by rules of court. 

Any judge in court or in chambers may exercise (sub- 
ject to any rules of court) all or any part of the juris- 
diction of the High Court in all such causes, &c., and 
proceedings in causes, &c., as before the passing of the 
Act might have been heard in court or chambers respec- 
tively by a single judge, or as the rules may authorise to 
be so heard. Oauses, &c., not proper to be heard by 
single judges are to be heard by “ Divisional Courts” of 
the High Court. A Divisional Court is to consist by 
preference of three, but may be formed by two judges. 
Subject to any rules of court, and, we may add, as re- 
spects judges of the Chancery and Probate, &c., Divi- 
sions,,subject to special provisions which we shall men- 
tion hereafter, any judge may reserve cases or points in 
cases for the consideration of a Divisional Court. 

Subject to any future alterations in the divisions 
themselves and the work to be assigned to each, the 
following is a sketch of the five divisions and their ap- 
portioned work :— 

The First Division is to be called the Chancery Division 
of the High Court. It is to consist of the Lord Chan- 
cellor (president), the Master of the Rolls, and the Vice- 
Chancellors, or such of them as shall not be appointed 
ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal. To this division 
are to be assigned (1) all causes and matters pending in 
the Court of Uhancery; (2) all causes, &c., commenced 
after the Act, under any statute giving exclusive juris- 
diction to the Court of Chancery, except in the case of 
appeals from County Courts; (3) all causes, &c., for any 
of the following purposes :—administration of estates ; 
dissolution of partnerships, taking of partnership and 
other accounts; redemption or foreclosure; raising 
portions and other charges on land; sale and distribution 
of the proceeds of property subject to any lien or charge ; 
execution of trusts charitable or private; rectification, 
‘setting aside, or cancellation of deeds or other instru- 
ments ; specific performance of contracts between vendors 
and purchasers of real estates, including conitracts for 
leases ; partition or sale of real estates; and the wardship 
of infants, and the care of infants’ estates. Subject to 
any rules of court all business in the Chancery Division 
is to be disposed of in the first instance by a single 
judge, and pending business is (subject to the power of 
transfer) to be completed by the judge before whom it 
may be pending. Subsequent business is to be marked 
by the plaintiff or petitioner with the name of a judge. 
Divisional Courts are to be held for the purpose of trans- 
acting such business of this division as the judge to 
whom it is assigned may, with the concurrence of the 
president of the division, think proper to be heard by a 
Divisional Court. 

The Second Division is to be called the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and is to consist of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England (president), and Such of the other judges of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench as shall not be appointed ordi- 
nary judges of the Court of Appeal. To this division 
are to be assigned (1) all causes and matters, civil and 
criminal, pending in the Court of Queen’s Bench; and (2) 
all causes and matters, civil and criminal, which would 
have been within the exclusive cognisance of the Court 
of Queen’s Bench in the exercise of its original juris- 
diction if the Act had not passed. Subject to. any rules 
of court all business belonging to this division which, 
according to the present practice, ought to be heard in 
Banc, is to be transacted by Divisional Courts. 

The Third Division is to be called the Common Pleas 
Division, and is to consist of the Lord Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas (president), and such of the other 








judges of the Court of Common Pleas as shall not be 
appointed ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal. To 
this division are to be assigned (1) all causes and matters 
pending in the Court of Common Pleas at Westmin- 
ster, the Court of Common Pleas at Lancaster, and 
the Court of Pleas at Durham; and (2) all causes and 
matters which would have been within the exclusive 
cognisance of the Court of Common Pleas at West- 
minster if the Act had not passed. A similar provision 
to that above stated with respect to the Queen’s Bench 
Division, is made for hearing, before Divisional Courts, 
matters now properly heard by the Court in Banc. 

The Fourth Division is to be called the Exchequer 
Division, and is to. consist of the Lord Chief Baron 
of the Exchequer (president), and such of the other 
Barons of the Exchequer as shall not be appointed 
ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal. To this divi- 
sion are to be assigned (1) all causes and matters pending 
in the Court of Exchequer; (2) all causes and matters 
which would have been within the exclusive cognizance 
of the Court of Exchequer, either as a Court of Revenue 
or as a Common Law Court, if the Act had not passed» 
(3) all matters pending in the London Conrt of Bank- 
ruptcy; and (4) all matters commenced after the Act 
under any statute giving exclusive jurisdiction to the 
London Court of Bankruptcy. A similar provision te 
that above stated with respect to the Queen’s Bench 
Division is made for hearing before Divisional Courts 
matters now properly heard by the Courtin Banc. The 
same course as is now observed by the Court of 
Exchequer is to be observed by this division with 
respect to the appointment of sheriffs. The Chancellor 
of the Exchequer is not to be a Judge of the High 
Court or the Court of Appeal, and he and future Lord 
Treasurers are to cease to exercise any judicial functions 
hitherto exercised by them as Judges of the Court of 
Exchequer. 

The Fifth Division is to be called the Probate, Divorces 
and Admiralty Division, and is to consist of the judge 
of the Probate and Divorce Courts and the judge of the 
Admiralty Court, unless either of them is appointed an 
ordinary judge of the Court of Appeal. To this division 
are to be assigned (1) all causes, &c., pending in the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Courts, and (2) all 
causes, &c., which would have been within the exclusive 
cognizance of those Courts if the Act had not passed. 
Subject to any rules of court all business in this division 
is to be disposed of in the first instance by a single 
judge, and pending business is (subject to the power of 
transfer) to be completed by the judge before whom it 
may be pending. Provision is also made that, during the 
continuance of the present Admiralty Judge in office as 
a judge of the High Court, all causes, &c., which, if the 
Act had not passed, would have been within the exclu- 
sive cognizance of the Admiralty Court, shall, subject to 
certain provisions mentioned in the Act, be assigned to 
him. Divisional Courts are to be held for transacting 
such business of this division as the judges of the divi- 
sion, with the concurrence of the President of the High 
Court, deem proper to be heard by a Divisional Court. 
Moreover, matters assigned to the division may be heard 
by any other judge of the High Court at the request of 
the president of the division, with the concurrence of the 
President of the High Court. 

In addition to the work which the above provisions will 
entail upon Divisional Courts of the High Court, the 
Act provides that several other matters shall be heard 
before them. In the first place all appeals from petty or 
quarter sessions, county courts, or other inferior courts, 
which before the passing of the Act might have 
been brought to any court or judge whose jurisdic- 
tion is transferred to the High Court, are to be heard by 
Divisional Courts of the High Court to be constituted by 
rules of court or subject to such rules by the arrange- 
ments of the judges of the High Court. The judgments 
are to be final unless special leave is given to go up te 
the Court of Appeal. Again, motions for new trials, or 
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in arrest of judgment, or to enter judgment non obstante 
veredicto, or to enter a verdict for plaintiff or defendant, 
or to enter a non-suit or to reduce damages, must be 
heard in the first instance before Divisional Courts, but 
an appeal is to lie from their decisions to the Court of 
Appeal. Orders made in chambers may be set aside or 
discharged by any Divisional Court, or by the judge 
sitting in court, according to the practice of the division 
to which the case in the course of which the order is made 
is assigned, but provision is made for a direct resort to 
the Court of Appeal from the order in chambers upon 
the special leave of the judge making it, or of the Court 
of Appeal. Orders of the High Court made on consent, 
or as to costs lying in the discretion of the Court, are 
not to be appealed from without leave of the Court or 
judge making the order. 

At the request of the Lord Chancellor, judges of the 
Court of Appeal may sit as judges of the High Court, 
either in the place of judges, or as additional judges. 

Power is given to her Majesty by commission to 
assign to judges of the High Court, or other persons 
usually named in commissions of assize, the duty of 
trying within districts to be stated in the commissions 
“any causes or matters, or any questions or issues of 
fact or of law, or partly of fact and partly of law, in any 
cause or matter depending in the High Court, or the 
exercise of any civil or criminal jurisdiction capable of 
being exercised by the High Court.” And by a very 
important provision, to which reference has been pro- 
viously made in these columns (ante p. 893), any party to 
any cause or matter involving a question either purely of 
fact or partly of fact and partly of law may, subject to 
the rules and the power of transfer, with the leave of the 
judge or the division to which the cause, &c., is assigned, 
require the question to be tried by a commissioner, or at 
the sittings which we shall see are to be held in Middle- 
sex or London. Causes involving mere questions of law 


may, with the consent of all parties, be similarly deter- 


mined. 
As to cireuits, commissions of assize, &c., the Act is 





not to affect existing arrangements until other commissions 
are issued thereunder; and, subject to arrangements be- | 
tween the judges, the sittings under commissions of 
assize, oyer and terminer, and gaol delivery, are to be held 
before judges of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, or 
Exchequer Divisions. Power is reserved to include in 
commissions ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal, 
judges of the Chancery Division appointed after the Act, 
Serjeants-at-Law, and Queen’s Counsel. The Counties 
Palatine of Lancaster and Durham are to cease to be 
Counties Palatine, so far as respects the issue of commis- 
sions of assize and other like commissions, and in these 
matters are to be on the same footing as the rest of the 
kingdom. 

Subject to rules of court, sittings for trial by jury are 
to be held in Middlesex and London by as many judges 
as may be necessary, and, if reasonably practicable, and 
without prejudice to vacations, continuously thronghout | 
the year. In the absence of other arrangements made | 
by the judges of the High Court, these sittings are to | 
be before judges of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
and Exchequer Divisions. 

As to the trial of election petitions, rules of court are 
to provide for the selection of judges for this purpose 
out of the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer 
Divisions. In the meantime the present course is to be 
adopted, as if those divisions had been mentioned in the 
Act of 1868, instead of the present corresponding Courts. 
Judges on the rota at the commencement of the Act are 
to serve out the then current year. 

Crown Cases Reserved are to be dealt with by the 
judges of the High Court, or five of them at the least, 
amongst whom must be the three Chiefs or at least one 
of them. Their decisions are to be final, and no appeal 
is to lic from any judgment of the High Court, in any 


| 








criminal case, except for some error of law apparent on 


the record as to which no question shall have been | 


reserved. 

Turning now to the Court of Appeal, we find that 
single judges may give any incidental directions, not in- 
volving the decision of the appeal, and during vacations 
may make interim orders to prevent prejudice to the 
interests of parties pending the appeal. All such orders, 
however, may be discharged or varied by the Court of Ap. 
peal or a Divisional Court thereof. Appealsare to be heard 
by the whole Court, or by a Divisional Court, to consist 
of any number, not less than three, of the judges. Before 
decision or final judgment the Court may direct a case to 
be re-argued or re-heard before a greater number of 
judges. No judge is to sit on an appeal from his own 
decision or that of a Divisional Court of the High Court 
of which he was himself a member. The arrangements 
for the transaction of business in the Court of Appeal 
are left to the ex officio and ordinary judges thereof. In 
the event of Privy Council appeals being turned over to 
the Court of Appeal, one Divisional Court at least is to 
sit throughout the year, except during vacations, for the 
purpose of hearing such appeals. The members of any 
such special Divisional Court are, if possible, to be judges 
of the Court of Appeal who are also Privy Councillors; 
and the sittings of any such Court may be attended by 
Privy Councillors who, having been judges in the East 
Indies or elsewhere in the colonies, shall have been ap- 
pointed to attend the sittings of the Judicial Committee. 
The general regulation of the sittings of these special 
Divisional Courts is left to the Lord Chancellor and the 
President of the Privy Council. 

Coming now to some provisions regulating the sittings 
of both branches of the Supreme Court we find that the 
division of the legal year into terms is to be abolished so 
far as relates to the administration of justice and the 
sittings or business of the Court or any Commissioners 
under the Act. Until, however, provision is otherwise 
made, in all cases in which terms are used for regulating 
the periods within which acts ought to be done, terms 
may be referred to for that purpose. Subject to rules of 
court, the Supreme Court judges and commissioners may 
sit at any time and in any place. Vacations are to be 
fixed by Order in Council, and in the meantime in the 


| same manner and by the same authority as if the Act 


had not been passed. Rules of court are to provide for 
the hearing during vacation in London or Middlesex of 
all pressing applications. 





—- 


RECENT DECISIONS. 





COMMON LAW. 
Practice—LineEL—INTERROGATORIES. 


Gourley v. Plimsoll, C.P., 21 W. R. 683, L. R. 8 C. P. 
362. 

This case establishes the important rule of practice 
that in an action of libel a general plea of justification 
will be allowed. The rule is clearly one of practical 
convenience; the details of the justification are far more 
fitly and conveniently furnished by particulars than by 
the plea. It may be added that this rule is quite in con- 
formity with the settled practice in the case of pleas of 
fraud, when the particulars ot the fraud have never been 
required to be stated in the plea. 

The Court also laid down the rule that, although the 
defendant may plead in this general form, he will not be 
allowed to administer interrogatories until he has fur- 
nished the required particulars according to the best of 
his ability. It is the common and convenient practice, 
though not an absolute rule, that the defendant is not 
allowed to interrogate until he has pleaded; a rule which 


, is more easily justified on the ground that an opposite 


rule would favour a dilatory deferce,/and that in the 
absence of a plea there is no issue by which to direct and 
limit the interrogatories than by the not very intelligible 
proposition thet the defendant is bound to know his de- 
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— 
fence. The latter ground, however, seems to have in- 
fluenced the Court in deferring the interrogatories until 
\\atter delivery of the particulars of the plea, and they 
appear to have regarded the point as one bearing on 
the bona fides of the defence. 

The rule is in this sense certainly in favour of the 
plaintiff, that, if after his interrogatories the particulars 
were amended, and the amended particulars differed 
materially from the original ones, it would furnish the 
plaintiff with the occasion of suggesting that the whole 
justification was founded on vague and untrustworthy 
information. 


CHARTER-PARTY—F REIGHT—LumpP Sum. 
Robinson v. Knight, C.P., 21 W. R. 683, L. R. 8 C. P. 
465. 

The application of the common law rule that liability 
for freight is contingent on the delivery of the goods, 
has been greatly narrowed by the practice of paying 
freight in advance, and by the rule ultimately settled by 
Schiller v. Byrne in the Exchequer Chamber (19 W. R. 
1114, L. R. 6 Ex. 319), that in the case of advanced 
freight (being really advanced freight, and not merely a 
loan on freight), the shipowner may retain what he has 
received, although the goods never arrive at their destina- 
tion. In commenting on that case (15 S. J. 834) we 
pointed out that the question was really one chiefly of 
insurance, and that the foreign rule, which only allows 
advanced freight to be retained where there has been an 
express agreement to that effect, in no way prevents the 
evils against which it is intended to guard. Much the 
same effect is produced by agreeing on a lump sum for 
freight. In Robinson v. Knight a lump sum was agreed 
for a full cargo and a deck cargo to be loaded at Riga, 
and taken thence to England, and the shipper claimed to 
deduct a sum in respect of the deck load, which was 
washed overboard. The Court held that he was not en- 
titled to do this; indeed, it is difficult to see on what 
basis the requisite calculation could be made. The 
shipper would have been bound to load what was a full 
cargo in fact (Hunter v. Fry, 2 B. & Ald. 421), but if the 
shipper had loaded a short cargo the shipowner would 
have had nothing to complain of. The tonnage rate, 
therefore, must either have depended on the amount the 
shipper happened to load (which could never have been 
intended), or the shipowner must have been entitled to 
show, and the shipper bound to prove, what would have 
been in fact a full cargo for that ship, so as to distribute 
the freight in proportion, not to what was actually 
loaded, but to what might have been loaded. But in 
truth the notion of a lump sum wholly excludes such an 
appropriation of the freight to specific parts of the cargo. 
It may be observed with respect to the case of T'he 
Norway (13 W. R. 1085), in which, reversing Dr. 
Lushington’s judgment, the Privy Council pronounced a 
decision similar to that in the present case, that, as 
was pointed out in the Court of Appeal, Dr. Lushington’s 
judgment proceeded in part upon the supposition 
(corrected in the Court above) that there was some default 
on the part of the master in respect of the jettison and 
sale of the portion of goods not delivered. It is not 
clear that, without that fact, Dr. Lushington would have 
pronounced the same judgment. 

Upon the point of advanced freight, it may be noticed 
that in a recent case from Scotland (Watson v. Shank- 
land, L. R. 2 Sc. Ap. 297), it appeared that the charterer, 
who had paid a sum in advance for freight, had an 
agreement with the owner, by which he was to insure at 
the owner's cost. He omitted to insure; the ship was 
lost ; and the charterer then sought to recover the amount 
of the payment. The House, without deciding whether 
the pre-payment was advanced freight, or an advance 
against freight, or whether, as to advanced freight, the 
Scotch law agreed with the English law or not, held that 
the charterer could not, under the circumstances, recover 
from the owner what he had paid. 





EMBEZZLEMENT—CONTRACT. 
Reg. v. Cullum, C.C.R., 21 W. R. 687, L. R. 2 C. C. R. 28. 


This case decides an important point in the law of 
embezzlement, and indirectly also decides a point in 
the law of contract. The latter point, which indeed 
could not well have been doubted, is this, that if a 
servant makes use of his master’s goods to earn a 
reward for himself: if, for instance, a flyman in an un- 
authorised way carries passengers upon his own account 
in his master’s carriage: the master cannot claim the 
money as upon a contract made with himself. The 
application of this proposition of law to the case in 
question was as follows:—The prisoner had, against 
his master’s orders, carried a load on a certain journey 
upon his master’s barge, and had received and not 
accounted for the money. He was indicted for em- 
bezzlement ; but the Court, on a case reserved, held that 
the case did not come within the statute (24 & 25 Vict. 
c. 96, s. 68). It was pointed out by Bramwell, B., that, 
in terms, he had not received the money “for,” or “on 
account,” or “in the name” of his master; but, in truth, 
to decide this it was necessary to hold that the money 
was not the master’s money; for if, by law, the money 
had been his master’s money, it would be difficult to say 
that he had not received it “for” his master, unless in- 
deed, which can hardly be contended, the words used by 
the statute are to be referred wholly to the intention 
with which the servant received the money. But the 
broader ground of the judgment (in which, indeed, Bram- 
well, B., seemed also to concur) was that which was most 
clearly expressed by Blackburn, J., that the money was 
not in fact the master’s money, and that the case, th ere- 
fore, did not fall within the mischief which the technical 
doctrine of trespass created with respect to larceny, and 
which the statute of embezzlement was designed to meet. 
“The test of the matter,’ says Blackburn, J., “ really 
would be this—if the person to whom the manure (the 
load carried by the prisoner) belonged had not paid for 
the carriage, could the master have said ‘ There was a 
contract with ycu which you have broken, and I sue you 
for it.’ There would have been no such contract.” 

This case is the more important as it corrects a 
correction which the editor of “ Russell on Crimes” 
thought fit to make to an observation of that much more 
accurate writer, Mr. Davis. Mr. Davis had rightly said 
that the omission in the recent statute of the words “ by 
virtue of his employment” did not take away the 
necessity that the money received should be the master’s 
money. ‘To this Mr. Greaves excepted, and appears to 
have based his correction on the erroneous view that 
Reg. v. Harris (2 W. R. 413, Dearsly C. C. 344) was decided 
upon the omitted words, whereas it was clearly decided 
on the words still retained “on account of,” and is, in 
principle, an authority in support of the present decision. 





NOTES. 


A correspondent of the Times draws attention to the 
question of the New Law Courts. The delay, he says, “ has 
been mainly caused by the obstinate decision of Mr. 
Ayrton to have one fixed and determined contract for the 
whole building, Now, it 1s obvious to a man of business 
that when a contract for more than a million, extending 
over seven or eight years, is to be taken, one of two things 
must happen,—either the contractor must put on a very 
large margin for expected rise in prices or he must go in 
with a sort of gambling idea that if prices get lower hoe 
will be all right, but if prices rise he can only become a 
bankrupt. ‘The proper way would, doubtless, have been 
to have had a contract determinable on six months’ notice, 
so that if prices should materially alter during the time 
& proper adjustment might be made. To carry out Mr 
Ayrton’s idea months and years have been wasted, as wel 
as an enormous sum for interest on the outlay for the 
land, and in the end thousands more will have to be paid 
for the works.” To this we may add that the Building 
News, having Mr. Street’s designs and plans for the new 
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Law Courts under examination, and comparing their 
present state with that in which they appeared to the same 
observer more than two years ago, affirms that the result 
of the process of reducing the cost of the work has been a 
saving of £15,000 on the estimate for decorations. No 
ether change has been made. To save this £15,000 not 
doubtless, to the benefit of the architecture, an expense of 
at least £40,000 a year has been incurred, that sum being 
the interest for the money expended on the site. What 
else has been lost, or what greater sums have to be added 
to this reckoning, need not be said. Not a farthing less 
than £100,000, and probably, very much more than that 
sum, has been wasted to save this £15,000. The wisdom, 
from an architectural point of view, our “ contemporary 
remarks,” of the proceeding has been on a par with its 
**economy.” 


A correspondent of the Times says that the final Report 
of the Anglo-American Claims Commission, which closed 
its proceedings last week after a session of two 
years, shows that, altogether, 497 claims, aggregating 
95,000,000 dols., were presented for adjudication. Of 
these, awards were made on 181 claims, the sums allowed 
being 1,929,236 dols. It will be seen that two-thirds of 
the claims were disallowed, and that the sum awarded was 
only about 2 per cent. of that claimed. The awards are 
chiefly against the United States, but in ascertaining them 
very strict rules were observed, claims only being allowed 
where the property was used or appropriated by the 
United States’ authorities. Such injuries as arose from 
acts of mere pillage were excluded. Cotton claims, for 
injuries by burning or otherwise ordered by the United 
States’ military power, were also excluded, this being 
regarded as a lawful act of war, cotton being one of the 
chief sinews of the Confederacy. The sums awarded are 
generally small, there being but 26 cases in which the 
amount is over 10,000 dols. The heaviest award, one-sixth 
of the total, is made in the case of the steamer Circassian, 
illegally captured off the Cuban Coast and condemned. 
The sum awarded is 327,174 dols. The aggregate award 
isa much smaller sum than was anticipated when the 
Commission was created, and, says the correspondent, the 
proportion due by the United States will be paid without 
eavil. Let us hope that this remark will prove to be well- 
founded. 
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Grant's Treatise on the Law Relating to Bankers and Banking 
Companies. Third edition, with an Appendix containing 
the Statutes in force. By RosertT ALEXANDER FisHER, 
Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrisier-at-Law. London : 
Butterworths. 1873. 


It is eight years since Mr. Fisher published the second 
edition of this practical book, and it now appears again 
re-edited by the same hand. It is rather a book for 
bankers than for lawyers, and as such it hardly needs a 
detailed review in this place; its steady sale shows that 
the public for wLom it was written have recognised the 
kindness that was meant them, and makes a more elaborate 
recommendation superfiuous. We must add, however, that 
the additions to the work and the alterations in it which 
Mr. Fisher has made are, as far as we can judge, real*im- 
provements, and that he has not failed to follow out the 
recent cases. The language is, however, somewhat loose 
and shambling. The original author (we observe by the 
preface to the first edition), writing for business men, 

deliberately a somewhat popular style, and, no 
doult, his editor does well to follow his example; still it 
would be well to use care to be always intelligible. Bricks 
that have rom togetber in the burning are known as 
elinkers, and are sometimes used for the purpose of orna- 
mental gardening; we know of no ornamental 
which can be served by such sentences as the following 
(p- 247), which appears to be a clinker—“It may be laid 
down without qualification, that where a joint and several 
bond is taken by way of security, that time or indulgence 
has been given by parol to the principal debtor is an answer 
st low om the part of an obligor, who has executed the bond 
as surety, either by means of an equitable plea in an ac- 





tion, under 17 & 18 Vict. o. 125, s. 83, or the remedy, if any, 
is to be sought in equity.” The italics, we must add, ang / 
not ours; we should not have known at all where 
italicize. Some statements also seem rather too va, 
made. After laying down that bills deposited with bankerg 
as security for advances, or for collection, or other specific 
purposes, do not pass to the assignees of bankers on their 
bankruptcy, itis stated, “but bills discounted generally 
do pass to their assignees.” This has a perfectly trug 
sense, but it is likely to mislead. Bills paid in by a ong. 
tomer pass to the banker’s assignees if they are, by the 
arrangement between the banker and his customer, to be 
* considered ascash,”’ and not otherwise; and these words 
“ considered as cash”’ have been explained by Turner, LJ, 
(in Ex parte Barkworth, 2'De G. & J. 194), to mean, “ that 
they were paid in on the footing on which cash is paid in, 
so that, on their being paid in, the bankers would imme- 
diately become in every sense absolutely debtors for the 
amount.”’ The book must be used with care, but so used it 
will, no doubt, be of great practical service to bankers and 
their legal advisers. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Proutxity, DELAY, AND EXPENSE IN CiviL PRrocEepurRgE, 

Sir,—In my letter on “ prolixity” published last week, 
the third item of disbursements in the instance of the 
common law action there cited, should have read, “ Stam 
on counsel’s briefs and petty disbursements, £13 1s. 5d,” 
instead of “‘ Stamps on counsel’s fees,” &c., &c., and in the 
instance of the Chancery suit, I ought, perhaps, to have 
emphasised the fact that it was the “party and party” 
costs that taxed at a little less than £800, and that it was 
on these that the “ profit’ costs only came to about £100, 
Perhaps some of my professional brethren will think that 
there was something exceptional about this action and 
suit. All I can say is that, excepting that every effort 
was made to keep down prolixity, &c., and that the wit 
nesses’ expenses, as is usual in actions against railway 
companies for injuries, were extremely heavy, I do not 
think this was so, and I am quite ready to give any bont 
fide inquirer the name of each case, that he may look at 
the taxed bills in the Taxing Office if he chooses. 

I now propose to deal with my second and third heads, 
namely, the evils of delay and expense. 

As to delay, it is directly induced by our present system. 

Before masters used to sit at judges’ chambers I have 
often heard Mr. Justice Willes (and whose authority on 
common law practice was greater than that learned 
jadge’s?), upon a defendant asking for time to plead or 
answer interrogatories upon some such ground as that he 
“could not get the papers from counsel,’ observe that 
probably the defendant had only sent the papers to counsel 
just as the time was about to expire, and he would refuse 
the order. If this view were carried out, what time might 
not be saved ? 

Both in Chancery and at Common Law it is the practice 
to give orders for time to plead really without any ground 
for doing so. The practice is constantly protested against, 
but in vain; chief clerks and masters do not seem to 
understand the greatness of the evil. The masters seem 
to think that on applications for time to plead, justice is 
done by putting the defendant under the “ usual terms.” 
This is not so. Pleadings may, and often do, go beyond 
replication, and then the plaintiff is thrown over, or is driven 
to abandon some part of his case; besides which, it is 
impossible properly to get up a heavy case in four days or 
even less, as is the case where the terms are, as often 
occurs, “such notice of trial as the plaintiff can give.” 
The masters seem unconscidusly to acquiesce in unnecessary 
applications for time, and I think they do so for a reason 
of which they are not aware, but which I will presently 
endeavour to explain, Yet, surely, if the rales of Court fix 
a given number of days within which a step ought to be 
taken, some good and sufficient reason ought to be given 
for interfering. ‘The giving of time indiscriminately pre- 
judices the client. Whether time is given to plead, or time 
to answer, or to file an affidavit of documents,at common law 
the consequence is insufficient time to get up the case, and 
both in Chancery and at Common Law there is the risk of 
the gross injustice which delay too frequently occasions. 
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The truth is, that under our system there is a tacit admis” 


-s'on that the costs allowed for skill and labour are insuffi- 


cient, and therefore costs for unnecessary matters requiring 
Tittle or no skill or labour are sanctioned by the practice of 
the courts to eke out the practitioner's remuneration. For 
what other reason was the Chancery Order of 16th May, 
1862, made as follows :—“ Solicitors are to be allowed on the 
taxation of costs the same fees for printed copies of the 
affiday‘ts and depositions used for the briefs of counsel, as 
solicitors are now allowed for written copies.” Simply 


‘because the practitioner must be paid, and, instead of paying 


him adequately for skill and labour, the inveterate practice 
of the Courts has been to pay him inadequately for these, and 
then try to make up his fair costs by allowing him to charge 
fourp 2nceper folio for copies which take nothing beyond mere 
stationer’s labour, and which cost him three halfpence per 
folioto make. When evidence came to be printed, it was 
found the sum total of the costs allowed would not pay the 
ractitioner, so he was allowed to charge fourpence per folio 
t prints which perhaps cost him one halfpenny per folio. 
On this seme princip e—viz., to try and make up the insuffi- 
icrt costs allowed for real skill and labour—the practitiorer 
is allowed to charge his opponent (if he will take them) four- 
mce per folio tor copies of affidavits, &c., which only cost 
b'm three halfpence, and this absurd result follows: that it 
depends on the chance whether his opponent will take a 
copy or not whether the solicitor gets properly paid for the 
affidavit. It is the same principle which pervades the present 
stem of applications for time, though probably the chief 
clerks, masters, aud practitioners act quite unconsciously 
jn the matter, because it is the practice. There is a 
‘Co'onial Court in one district of which, to my personal 
knowledge, many hundreds of actions and suits were 
¢ wnually commenced, yet between 1859 and 1864, the period 
of my personal experience, there was not one singleapplication 
Yor time to plead or answer. The practilioners were ade- 
quately paid there for what they really did, and they were 
perfectly aware that no time would be given without some 
good reason. It seems clear, therefore, that the inadequacy 
of the costs allowed for real skill and labour is at the 
bottom, both of prolixity and delay. 

Then, as to my third point, the unnecessary expense of the 
present system. It is strange that the expense of litigation 
in this country should be so enormous, at least in the opinion 
of all foreigners. No doubt the division of the profession 
into barristers and solicitors, and the consequent heavy fees 

id to the bar, has a good deal to do with it; but I have 
i wn. above that, notwithstanding the expense, solicitors 
ate insufficiently remunerated. Let any attorney or solicitor 
who doubts this go through all his bills of costs for litigation 
for the last three years, and take out and compare the outlay 
with the amount actually received, and I think he will be 
astonished to find the very small proportion the profit costs 
bear to the whole. Yet there can be no doubt the expense 
of litigation is often too large. What, then, are the causes? I 
will try and point out some ofthem. There is the expense of 
makiag out in minute detail biils of costs, requiring skill of 
no mean order, for the purpose of arriving at the proper 
amount to be paid to the practitioner. This expense must 
sooner or later fall on the public. Then there is the 
machinery for taxing costs. To say uothing of the various 
County Court Registrars, there are the seven Taxing Masters 
of the Court of Chancery and their staff, costing, I believe, 
about £20,000 a year, and the fifteen masters of the Common 
Law Courts, each drawing £1,200 to £1,500 a year, in all 
about £20,000 a year; but as only part of the time of the 
latter is taken up with taxing, let the expense of these be 
put down at £10,000. The total cost of taxing offices alone 
i therefore as much as the salaries of six pwisne judges ! ! 
Ihave no means of knowing what the total costs taxed in 
Courts of Common Law were last year, but in Chancery they 
amounted to about £1,000,000. Therefore the Chancery 
Taxing Masters and their staff alone constituted a charge of 
two per cent. on all costs taxed—that is, be it observed, 
on outlay as well as costs, properly so called, For instance, 
if a fee of fifty | ner ot is paid to counsel, it costs one pound 
sterling for the Taxing Master to ascertain the amount. 

Then there is the enormous expense involved in our present 
mode of making out costs. In any office in London where 
any considerable business is done the principal's costs alone 
geeenty occupy at least half a day for a professional short- 

and writer to take down and write out. Then there comes 


the settling costs, requiring great skill, another expensive 





item ; the entering and settling probably eosting not less 
than five per cent. of the total costs, including disbursements, 
and a very much larger proportion of the ‘‘ profit” costs. 
Now nearly all, if not the whole, of this expense (which, in- 
cluding taxing offices, bill clerks, shorthand writers, &c., 
&c., amounts to so large a proportion that I am afraid to 
say how much I believe it is, of the costs of all litigation) 
could be saved if lawyers’ charges were ascertained like 
of any one else. 
What can be the use of a bill of costs if the solicitor’s re- 
muneration can be ascertained in any other way? No client 
ever reads a bill of costs, and the fact that as between party 
and party the nape out of the costs is actually charged 
for, is a proof that no litigant would care to have them made 
out, if the amount could be arrived at more cheaply. Tax- 
ing bills, especially in Chancery, is a fruitful source of delay, 
and the length of one Taxing Master’s foot being quite dif- 
ferent from the length of another's, the result is frequently 
most unfair. The faxing Master knows nothing of the liti- 
gation, all he can judge by is the length of the — and 
the *‘ thrilling ” story told by the bill, which partly explains 
why it is there is so much prolixity, and why so much skill 
and expense are used in making out a bill of costs. Just 
fancy.a broker employed, let us say, to charter a vessel, 
instead of charging five per cent. on the amount of freight, 
primage, and demurrage, and making one entry in his book 
of that charge, having to make entries of all attendances, &e., 
with reference to the proposed chartering ; for instance 4 
Attending you, taking instructions to charter a 
steam vessel for you from New York to 
London ° 

Attending Mr. A. B., the owner of the steamship 
X. Y. Z., to know whether his vessel was likely 
to be at New York shortly 

Afterwards attending you, informing you th 

result of the interview, and taking instruc- 
tions to charter the X. Y. Z. if possible ...... 

Attending Mr. A. B. again when I found that 

the X. Y. Z. was likely to beat New York next 
month, but that the shipowner insisted on her 
going to the continent, with the ice clause 
inserted in the charter 

Attending you afterwards, and you at first ob- 

jected to the ice clause, but eventually con- 
sented that I should agree to it, provided the 
rate of freight was reduced to 35s, per ton, 
and you agreed that the master should have 
the option of the vessel calling at Queenstown 
or Falmouth for orders 

Instructions for charter-party 

Drawing same, folios 10 

Engrossing in duplicate ..................cseeee wanes 

Attending attesting the signatures 

Paid stamps 

Making fair copy for the owner..........s0....00.. 

The like for the charterer, &., &C. ..,.ccece-ceeee 

MAIN. ca cst, Scacxerdneteccdthimacneccoverqereiaece 5 

What an intensely comical thing a broker would think it, 
to have to charge in this way, and what a miserable com- 
parison do charges so made out bear to the broker’s commis- 
sion! According to the present system, a man is apt to be 

aid, in litigious matters especially, not for his skill and 
abour in conducting the litigation, but for his skill in set- 
tling the costs, If he is clever in making out his costs, 
though he may have done the work itself infamously, he can 
get much more allowed than the man who does his work 
conscientiously and well, but has no time or inclination 
to trouble himself, or hire some one else, to write a novel in 
the shape of a bill of costs. I mean to say that such a system 
is apart from its other defects, demoralising to the last 
egree. 
have already shown that if the practitioner tries by 
his skill to reduce his lengths and expedite matters, his 
charges under the present system are unremunerative ; 
and I say further that it is impossible for any solicitor to 
save any considerable sum of money owt of his profession 
because his charges are limited, not in accordance with the 
weight of the business or the skill, labour, and capital he 
employs, but to a fixed scale which is outrageously unjust 
to the client as regards small matters of business, w 
it is scandalously unromunerative as regards large ones 
Why should we not be paid like every body else, for skill- 
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labour, capital, and responsibility : and also according to 
our position, like doctors, barristers or commercial men. 
It is curious to contrast counsels’ fees with the remunera- 
tion which solicitors get—say, forinstance, for attending 
court. In Chancery, when the cause is not in the paper, 
10s. per day. In Common Law 13s. 4d. per day, whilst, 
when the canse is in the paper, and being heard, the soli- 
citor, however eminent he may be, however heavy the 
cause is, will hardly ever, if ever, be allowed more than 
$2 2s. a day, whilst counsel are receiving their thirty, 
forty, fifty or more guineas, fees often enormously 
increased by the unn length of the papers. 

Ishall probably be told that I have no right to make com- 
plaints unless I can suggest a remedy. I will endeavour 
to do so, and have therefore taken considerable trouble to 
obtain data upon which to make some such suggestion. I 
find that in litigious business, taken on the average, the 
actual outlay, not including rent, clerks, salaries, or 
stationers’ charges, but including counsels’ fees, &c., <&c., 
is, where the case is: fonght out, about one third of the 
total costs. Where the case is not fought out the same 
Gescription of outlay is a little, but not much less. In 
litigious business I include chancery, common law, bank- 
ruptey, and criminal law. There only remains the con- 
veyancing and miscellaneous business. With regard to 
conveyancing the Law Society have fixed a scale, the de- 
fect of which is, that if anything it is a little too high. And, 
with regard to miscellaneous business, one generally finds 
@ client better satisfied to pay a lamp sum for such basi- 
ness than to be charged in any other way, and this lump sum 
may very easily be fixed by agreement, or at the worst in 
@n occasional case, by a jury in the way all other people's 
charges are fixed. Therefore, for all practical purposes, we 
may leave miscellaneous business out of the question. 

The remedy which I propose is therefore this :—The 
judge before whom the cause is tried is really the only 
person who can judge of the skill and labour, &., em- 
ployed in conducting any suit. I have no less an authority 
for this than the late Master of the Rolls (see the case of 
Gilbert v. Guignon, on review of taxation, decided before 
him in Hilary Term last). Why shonld not, then, the 
jadge fix the costs, in a Immp sum, either at the 
hearing, or subsequently in chambers? ll distinctions 
between “‘party and ” and “solicitor and 
client ” costs should be abolished. The amount of costs 
should be fixed by certain rules; but the judge should 
have power to increase or lessen it in his discretion if 
applied to. He could then be farnished with a list of the 

i ments incurred about ithe suit. If it were sug- 
gested by the opponent that these disbursements were un- 
fair, or improper, it would be a task of very slight diffi- 
culty for the jadge or officer of the court to look through 
them. In the heaviest suit the disbursements of ‘arge 
amount are few in number. Let the judge be guided in 
fixing the amount, not only by the amount of skill and 
labour employed about the suit itself (looking at it from 
the client’s point of view), but also by the skill and labour 
involved in condensation and expedition. I believe it would 
be found that in addition to the disbursements, about 
twice the total of them would be a proper sum to be 
allowed for costs in most suits, but, of course the valne 
of the property im litigation should be taken, and in heavy 
cases largely taken, inte consideration, because the respon- 

ity im a suit is increased in proportion to the value. 

Various objections may be raised, no doubt, but I do not 
think any car really prevail. It may be said that it would 
take =p too much valcable time for the judge to fix the 
costa, but I do nut think it would take longer than an 
application for 2 certificate for costs does at present; and 
think of the cos: of the taxing offices saved. Six puisne 
jeage? whole salaries! The judges might fix some rules 
under which it would not take more than a few seconds to 
aacertain the amount of costes. Costa ascertained under 
such a system could uot difler more in amount relatively 
to business done than they do under the present system, 
and there would be the immense advantage of speed and 
imexpensiveness in settling the amount. Where actions 
Or suite are not tried, there might be fized sums settled by 
the rules of court to be paid by the parties as there are now 
on judgwents by Gelauit, and if 4 party were not satisfied 
he might apply to 2 judge at chambers. It may be said 
there ig hardly auy outley in some matters, and a great 





deal in others, and under the system I suggest we should 
get no costs in some cases and too much in others ; but the 
answer seems perfectly plain, namely, that it is the cage 
with every commercial business under the sun, which ig 
paid by a commission ; merchants, brokers, &c., sometimes 
may make a very large sum of money in ten minutes, 
which we now never can, whilst on another transaction 
they may be hard at work for months, and in the end only 
make a very small one. Another ebjection in which there 
is much more force is that my system would make it the 
interest of the attorney to spend as much as possible, 
so as to make his costs as high as possible. I do not think 
this would be so for two reasons. The judge fixing the costs 
would consider whether the outlay was reasonable; and, 
further, I do not believe that ever any solicitor would, to 
put it on the lowest ground, lay out money simply for the 
purpose of trying to run up costs, with the risk that after 
all he would not be successful in doing so, as he ought not 
to be, considering that the judge would fix the costs. 

If the principle I suggest were adopted it would be the 
interest of the solicitors to have as few and as short docu. 
ments as possible, and to proceed with the greatest expedition. 
I am sure the plan suggested would work well, though there 
is not space in a letter to go into every detail; but, at all 
events, let us doaway with the evils have pointed out in some 
way. That way can only be the adoption of some system 
under which skill and labour will really be fairly rewarded, 
and directly rewarded, and not by any mode of remunera- 
ting for work done by overpaying for other things. 

urge the whole of our branch of the profession to agitate 
for reform, in justice to the public «ud ourselves. Now, 
when the new rules are about to be framed, is the time for 
action. Let those who are to frame them be invited to hear 
what those members of the profession, who have, in their 
own proper persons, experience of our present system of ligi- 
tation, have to say. It is useless asking solicitors who, 
fortunately for themselves, have attained or inherited vast 
conveyancing practices, and who seldom, if ever, see any- 
thing of litigation, who work entirely through a managing 
Chancery clerk or a Common Law agent, with little or no 
supervision ; but let the rank and file of the profession have 
a voice in this matter. E. F. BurremMer HaARsTON. 

37, Gresham-street, Oct. 13. 





Tue Act ror THE RELIEF or WiDOws AND CHILDREN OF 
INTESTATES. 


Sir,—The letter of “ A. B.C.” in your last issue raises a 


doubt as to whether the recent Act for the Relief of Widows — 


and Children of Intestates applies to cases where the 
intestate died before the passing of the Act. I venture to 
think that no such doubt can exist. The Act simply gives 
certain facilities for taking out letters of administration to 
small intestate estates. If an applicationis made after 
the Act, what can it matter when the estate sought to be 
administered first became capable of being administered ? 
C. B. A. 








COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
HASLINGDEN. 
(Before W. A. Hutton, Esq., Judge). 
Sept. 11th.—Overstall v. Postmaster-General, 


The Postmaster-General is not liable to be sued for the 
neglect or default of his subordinate officers employed to deliver 
postal telegraph messages. 

The facts of this case appear from the judgment :— 

His Honovr.—The plaintiff by this action seeks to re- 
cover damages for the destruction by a messenger employed 
at the post-office at Barrow of a postal telegraph message. 
The facts were not di . The message was delivered 
by the plaintiff at a post-office in this district, to be trans- 
mitted by postal telegraph to Barrow. It arrived there 
and was despatched for delivery by « messenger of the 

, and he ed the message. The amount 
of damages caused by ite non-delivery was admitted. Mr. 
Polding, who appeared at the hearing for the defendant, 
jected that the action was not maintainable, and he also 
contended that the defendant was entitled to the verdict, 
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on the ground that a notice in writing of the cause of ac- 
tion had not been given to the defendant before the com- 
mencement of the action. The statutes 32 & 33 Vict. c. 
73, ss. 23 and 24, and 1 Vict. c. 36, s. 46, certainly require 
such a notice to be given; but I entertain so clear an 
opinion that the Postmaster-General does not in this action 
require any protection under those statutes, that I ground 
my judgment solely on the non.-liability of the defendant 
to be sued for the neglect or default of any of his subordi- 
nate officers. The point has in effect been twice expressly 
decided. In 1669,* soon after the establishment of the 
Post Office an action was brought against the then Post- 
master-General to recover damages for the loss of certain 
Exchequer bills which had been abstracted from a letter 
in the Post-office, and it was held that the action was not 
maintainable, and that the Postmaster-General was not 
liable to be sued for aloss in the office caused by the 
negligence or default of a servant: Lane v. Cotton, Lord 
Raym. 646. It is true that the decision was dis- 
sented from by Holt, C.J., but there was no appeal 
from the judgment. In 1778 the point was raised 
again, and was decided in accordance with the pre- 
vious decision. The Postmaster-General was declared 
by Lord Mansfield to be, in this respect, on an equal 
footing with the other great officers of the State, such 
as the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury, who, 
his lordship said ‘‘were never thought liable for any 
negligence or misconduct of the inferior officers in their 
several departments”: Whitfield v. Lord Le Despencer, 
Cowp. 754. In more modern times the non-liability of 
the Postmaster-General for the misconduct of his subordi- 
nate officers is stated by Erle, C.J., in the case of Tobin v. 
The Queen, 12 W. R. 838, 840, 16 C. B. N.S. 310, and by 
Mr. Addison in his treatise on Torts, p. 16. The cases 
cited were of course determined with reference to post 
letters; but the law equally applies to actions for the 
default of a subordinate officer in dealing with a message 
sent by postal telegraph. The transmission of such 
message has only lately been added to the other duties of 
the Postmaster-General; by 31 & 32 Vict. c. 110, the 
Postmaster-General is empowered to work telegraphs in 
connection with the administration of the Post Office ; and 
by 32 & 33 Vict. c. 73, s. 28, messages delivered at a post- 
Office to be transmitted by a postal telegraph or transcripts 
thereof, are to be considered post letters. The general 
law by which it was declared that the Postmaster- General 
was not liable to be sued for the acts of his inferior officers, 
most clearly applies to these messages as well as to post 
letters strictly so-called. Under these circumstances I 
direct the verdict to be entered in this case for the defen- 
dant. In the other case it will also be entered for the 
defendant. 





APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Wooptnorre Branpon has been appointed by the 
Recorder of London a Deputy Assistant-Judge of the Lord 
Mayor’s Court. The learned gentleman was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1851. 


———- 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 
The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool has an- 
nounced that during the session 1873-4 four courses of 
lectures will be delivered at the Law Association Rooms 
in Liverpool. Professor James Bryce, and Messrs. J. B. 
Guuning Moore, T, H. Holland, and W. R. Kennedy, all 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barristers-at-law, are the lecturers, each 
one course. Their subjects are “ The Klements of 
General Jurisprudence,” ‘The Outlines of the Law of Real 
rty,” “The Principles of the Law of Contracts,” and 
Law Relating to Bills of Exchange and Promissory 
Notes.” These lectures should be well attended by arti- 
cled clerks and other students, as Liverpool, besides num. 
ng its attorneys by hundreds, isthe centre of a district 
Comprising very many large towns, all of which are within 














~ im v. Cotton appears to have beon decided in 1701.— 





easy reach by rail. It is greatly to tke credit of the 
Liverpool Law Society that it has secured the services of 
the gentlemen we have mentioned. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday last, the 
subject for the evening’s debate being —‘‘ That it is desirable 
and practicable to effect an assimilation of English and 
foreign commercial law.” .The motion was lost by @ 
majority of two. 


BRISTOL ARTICLED CLERKS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 

The first meeting of this society for the session 1873-4 
was held at the Law Library, Small-street, on Tuesday 
evening, Oct. 7th, T. Parr, Esq., solicitor, occupying the 
chair. The subject for discussion was, “ Should the Post 
Office be made liable for mistakes oceurring in the trans- 
mission of telegrams ; and if not, was the case of Henkel v. 
Pape (19 W. R. 108) rightly decided?” Mr. Baker opened 
in the affirmative, and was followed by Mr. Green-Armytage 
inthe negative, and after an animated debate the question 
was decided in favour of Mr. Baker by one vote. 








SOME SUGGESTIONS AS TO THE MEANS OF IM- 
PROVING THE FRAMING AND PASSING OF ACTS 
OF PARLIAMENT. 

The following paper, by Frederick Halsey Janson, F.L.S., 
President of the Incorporated Law Society, was read at the 
recent Social Science Congress :— 

The improvement of the existing method of framing 
Acts of Parliament is a matter that may well occupy the 
attention of our statesmen and philanthropists, and indeed 
of all thinking men. 

The defective manner in which they are at present pre- 
pared and ultimately passed is notorious, and has fre- 
quently, especially of late, evoked the strongest animad- 
versions of our judges and the public press. 

The cause of the evilis tolerably apparent. Acts of Par- 
liament are the expression of the will of the two Houses of 
Parliament and the Crown—in other words, of 658 
Commoners and of the whole of the Peerage of the United 
Kingdom, and the Sovereign besides; and we are all 
familiar with the difficulty of getting any report or address 
put into proper shape even by a board, consisting of perhaps 
only twenty people. The preparation or settlement of 
sach a document is always confided to a few of the body. 
It is true that only a certain proportion of members of 
either House take part in the structure of any single Act 
that is passed, but every member of each House is entitled 
to speak and move amendments upon each Bill that is in- 
troduced, and there are certain measures, and those 
generally the important ones, in the discussion and settle. 
ment of which many individuals consider it their duty to 
take a prominent part. 

Then, towards the end of the session, the work of 
legislation is invariably carried on with great, I might 
almost say, indecent, haste. Compromises are not 
unfrequently effected at the last moment, in order that a 
Bill may receive the Royal Assent before the Houses rise ; 
and clauses are introduced to carry out the arrangements 
come to without any regard to their bearing on other parts 
of the measure, 

Sometimes a member, who was a strong opponent of a 
particular Bill, will announce his intention of fighting it at 
every possible opportunity ; and, in order to get rid of his 
opposition, the Government draughtsmen are called upon 
ata moment’s notice to admit certain words, the full effect 
of which cannot be immediately perceived ; the whole Bill 
8 in consequence thrown into confusion. 

The result is most lamentable, and not only reflects dis- 
credit upon the Legislature, but leads to great hardship 
and inconvenience on the part of the public. The evil too 
seems to be on the increase. 

Thus we find Acts of Parliament of very recent date, 
which contain provisions conflicting with each other, and 
provisions which conflict with existing Statute Law, of 
which the framer of the later Act was obviously ignorant 
—Aots imposing burthens, which were confessedly intended 
to be general, Fut which in effect were only partial—Acts 
j™posing duties on public bodies, but omitting the necessary 
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powers to enable them to perform those duties with effect, | somewhat similar paper, read before the Statistical Society 
or providing for the expenses incurred ; others inflicting | in May last, it was suggested that Parliament might pagg 
penalties without providing the means of enforcing them ; | resolutions embodying the principles of each intended 
while some are so carelessly framed, or 60 designedly ill- | measure, while some responsible body resembling the 
drawn, that they are found to be incapable of any interpre- | French Council of State, conducted the drafting of Bills; 
P Parliament reserving a certain superintending power; b 
ae — “in ym most notable Rg no in these | to this Sana replied that Parliament would porta phe. 
respects are perhaps the Sanitary Acts; the Licensing Act; roceedi il 
the Wild Fowl Protection Act; the Act for Valuation for ae nan aE ee es See ee 


tation. 


Rating Purposes; and the Parliamentary and Municipal 


Register Act. It would occupy too much space to particu- : Sant i hen the Bi f 
larize the defects of all these statutes, but each has its own es poses rn ncad "non, critlanl OA 
. * m . : 
The author then introduced, in corroboration of what he pe ee pr ath ib phy ar shee rp 
containing the opinion both of the press and the Judicial pi eat A te the hateman of cemediienl 
Thee one canon the Act to amend the Law concer | PE bl and, observing npon anor, pls th a 
“cers car ar eg 8 aul ot Peteeins who should take the bills after they had passed through 
ee ee ee ee committee, put them into shape, and return them again to 
the house—he remarked, that private members or the 


discreditable characteristics, 
bas advanced, a few quotations from the newspapers, as 


Bench, and proceeded as follows:— 


‘been the befe noir of the Irish practitioners. It contains 
no less than eighty-four lines, and is a good specimen of 
the involved, and consequently obscure, style of modern 
Acts of Parliament. 

Another matter which may be justly complained of is the 
syatem of making enactments by reference to clauses scat- 
tered through former Acts, thereby imposing unnecessary, 
and insome cases almost intolerable, labour on those who 
are called upon to ascertain their purport and effect. 

Thus the Public Health Act of last year, which it was 
hoped would constitute a new code free from all reference 
to the previously existing mass of statutory matter, confers 
upon the rural sanitary authority “all powers, rights, 
duties, capacities, liabilities and obligations exercisable or 
attaching by and to the sewer authority under the Sewage 
Utilisation Acts, and by and to the nuisance authority 
under the Nuisances Removal Acts, and by and to the local 
authority under the Common Lodging Houses Acts, the 
Diseases Prevention Act, and the Bakehouse Regulation 

Act, or by and to any of the said authorities under any of 
such Acts, or any Acts amending such Acts.” There are 
thus five distinct classes of Acts referred to. 

The “ Sewage Utilisation Acts,” the first of the classes, 
means 28 & 29 Vict. c. 75 (the Sewage Utilisation Act, 
1865) ; 29 & 30 Vict. c. 90 (the Sanitary Act, 1866); 30 & 
31 Vict. c. 113 (the Sewage Utilisation Act, 1867); 31 & 
32 Vict. c. 115 (the Sanitary Act, 1868); 32 & 33 Vict. c. 
100 (the Sanitary Loans Act, 1869) ; 33 & 34 Vict. o. 53 
(the Sanitary Act, 1870). 

“Nuisances Removal Acts” means 18 & 19 Vict. c. 121 
(the Nuisances Removal Act for England, 1855) ; 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 77 (An Act to amend the Act for the removal of 
nuisances and the prevention of diseases); 26 & 27 Vict. c. 
117 (the Nuisances Removal Act for England [Amendment } 
Act, 1863); 29 & 30 Vict. c. 41 (the Nuisances Removal 
Act, - 1, 1866); 29 & 30 Vict. c. 90 (the Sanitary Act, 

1866). 

The Common Lodging Houses Acts, the Diseases Preven- 
tion Act, and the Bakehouse Regulation Act, are defined 
by reference to other Acts, the dates of whichI need not 
give in detail, but which are five in number. 

There are ten other Acts mentioned in the definition 
clause as being referred to in other parts of the Act under 
consideration. 

The “ powers, duties, and liabilities’ to ascertain which 
these very numerous statutes must be read and collated, 
might, I venture to say, have been re-enacted in an 
intelligible form within the compass of a few pages of the 
paper used by the Queen’s printers—but this would 
doubtless have imposed considerable labour on the de- 
partment from which the measure emanated, a labour from 
which the officials shrank; unless (which I can hardly 
suppose) the reference to former Acts was adopted from 
the fear of aronsing opposition if the provisions were 
contained in detail in new enactments. 

But it is far easier to point out the imperfection of our 
present system than to provide an appropriate and practi- 
cable remedy. 

This, Il apprehend, cannot be found unless Parliament 
will consent to delegate to others, to some extent, the 
control of the language and indeed of the structure of its 

Acta. 


such interference with their proceedings by a subordinate, 












Mr. Dudley Baxter on the same occasion stated that 











He suggested the appointment of some 












Government would inevitably be impatient and jealous of 






This objection, however, he thought might be overcome 
if an officer were appointed to examine the bills, such 
officer being, like the chairman of committees, an impor. 
tant and leading member of the House. 

My own inclination would point to the constitution of 
a Board of Official Draughtsmen, to whom at an early stage 
all Bills should be referred ; and who should possess similar 
authority to that exercised by the Chairman of Committees 
of the House of Lords in regard to private Bills; whose 
duty it would be tosee that each Bill was to all events 
consistent in itself, and calculated to carry out its osten- 
sible objects, and who should be authorised, in case of 
need, to alter it accordingly. If it should undergo 
further change in either House, I would propose that it 
should be again referred to this Board for final considem- 






































































































tion and settlement before the third reading ; and I think 
that such Board should have some power to stop the ] 
passage of a Bill which atita last stage was still mani , 
festly defective. The employment of experts in the arta r 
drawing would insure more precision, and what is mush t 
needed greater condensation of language. All this wonld b 
of course tend to delay legislation ; but Acts of Parliment 0 
must be passed with more deliberation if they are to be fre b 
from the defects complained of, and worthy of the august tl 
Assembly from which they emanate. At present no om to 
is responsible for their being accurate in diction @ tl 
capable of working, and the consequences are those whieh tl 
I have endeavoured to point-out, and which, I think # th 
will hardly be disputed, call loudly for ‘the amending H 
hand.’ At 
tay 
THE BRUSSELS CONGRESS. : 
The meetings of the “ Association for the Reform am (Bi 
Codification of International Law’’ commenced on Fridy Jez 
at Brussels. Among those present were M. A. Vissches of { 
Professor Bluntschli Mr. D. D. Field, Dr. J. B. Miles, M. Exile mei 
de Laveleye, M. R. Jacquemyuns, the Right Hon. Montage bus 
Bernard, Professor Amos, Senor C. Calvo fils, Sigaor Pie ecri 
Antoni, of Naples, M. Frédéric Passy, Sir Travers Twi Aft 
Mr. Thomas Webster, Q.C., and Senor Marcoartu. After decl 
reliminary meeting and luncheon the Congress met # next 
usiness, and a resolution was passed expressing the advantey 
of establishing an association to consider the questi 
an International Code and International Arbitration. 
Visscher and Mr. D. D. Field were elected respectivéy u he 
ident and honorary president. 
ee the second wan held ov Saturday, Mr. at 1] 
Jencken submitted for consideration the following resolut Pred 
—“1, That an International Code, defining with as S0lici 
precision as possible the rights and duties of nations In 
their repective members, is mosb desirable for the p Cardi 
harmony, and convenience of nations, and that all practiet for th 
means should be adopted to prosecute the preparation f Assoc 
adoption of such a code; 2, That, for the purpose of ai wine : 
such a task, this Conference will appoint a committ the Li 
prepare projects to be submitted to a future Conferam to the 
3. a committee of five be nominated to report to the @ trate, 
gress on these questions on Monday next, and generauy, Srant 








In the course of & discussion which took place upon a 


report on the practicability of framing a code for publie 
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mation private international law and arbitration.” 
begr Salaten that followed, Professor Bluntschli 
recommended that a commencement should be made by 
the codification of international law relating to private 
persons. He asked the Conference to indicate in its 
resolution the difficulty of applying the principle of arbi- 
tration to all questions relating to the vital interests of the 
respective nations. Mr. Montague Bernard aiso urged the 
necessity of proceeding by degrees,as a treaty embracing 
the whole of international law would have no chance of 
being accepted by the respective Governments. Mr. 
Webster Q.C., thought that the difficulties alluded to by the 
meron speakers were not insuperable, Messrs. R. 
acquemyns and Thompson supported the opinions of Pro- 
fessor Bluntschli and Mr. Montague Bernard, which were 
combated by Sir Travers Twiss and Messrs. Bredius, Artu, 
Passy,and Henry Richard, M.P. ‘The discussion was 
adjourned. 
At the Monday morning sitting, we learn from the Indepen- 
dance Belge that a resolution in the following terms proposed 
by Mr. Montague Bernard was unanimously adopted, after 
along discussion, in which Messrs. Montague Bernard, H. 
Richard, M.P., Mancini and Bluntschli took a leading 
part :—‘‘ The Conference declares that it regards arbitrae 
tion as a means essentially just, reasonable, and even obli- 
gatory for terminating differences between nations when 
negotiations have not succeeded. It abstains from affirm- 
ing that in all cases without exception this means is 
practicable; but it believes that the exceptions are not 
numerous, and it is firmly convinced that no difference 
ought to be considered as insoluble unless the point in 
dispute has been defined precisely, u suitable delay has been 
given, and all pacific means of arrangement have been ex- 
hausted.” 
There was some difference of opinion as to the meaning 
to be attached to the word “obligatory,” which was 
introduced into the resolution by M. Mancini. 
At the afternoon sitting resolutions were moved by Mr. 
Webster, Q.C., and adopted, to the effect that the Associa- 
tion shall consist of jurists and others taking an interest in 
the reform and codification of public and private international 
law, the settlement of disputes by arbitration, and the as- 
similation of the laws, practice, and procedure of nations in 
reference to such law; that the means by which it is proposed 
to accomplish these objects shall be similar to those adopted 
by the British Association, the Social science Association, and 
other similar bodies: that the association so constituted shall 
be divided into local committees, according to the nationalities of 
their members, these committees, from time to time, to report 
to the president of the association their proceedings. That. 
the name of the association shall be “The Association for 
the Reform and Codification of the Laws of Nations,” and that 
the association shall consist of—Honorary President, the 
Hon. David Dudley Field, United States ; President, the Hon. 
Augustus Visschers ; Vice-Presidents, the Right Hon. Mon- 
tague Bernard for Great Britain, M. Bluntschli for Germany, 
M. Ch. Giraud for France, Dr. Prebius for Holland, Professor 
Mancini for Italy ; General Secretaries, M. Emile de Laveleye 
(Belgium), Dr. J. B. Miles (Boston, United States), Mr. H. D. 
Jencken (Londgn). The said officers to constitute the council 
of the association, with power to add to their number ; to elect 
members ; to supply all vacancies and generally to direct the 
business of the association. The gentlemen who had sub- 
scribed to the list of menibers to be members of the assooiation. 
After various votes of thanks had been passed, the President 
declared the present sitting of the Conference at an end, the 
next meeting to be held at Geneva, in August, 1874. 





Sittings in the European Arbitration will be held on 
Monday, the 27th instant, and the three following days, 
atllam, According to the Globe, Lord Romilly, like his 
predecessor, declines to hear more than one counsel or 
solicitor on each side. 


Ina charge heard before the stipendiary magistrate of 
Cardiff, of selling wine without a licence, it was contended 
for the defence that a member of the London Free Vintners’ 
Association occupied that portion of the rooms in which the 
wine was sold, and that consequently no licence was required, 
the Licensing Act containing a special clause in reference 


BANQUET TO MR. SERJEANT TINDAL ATKINSON, 


On Thursday evening, September 9th, a banquet was 
given in the Freemasons’ Hall, by the legal gentlemen of 
Halifax, to Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson, Judge of the 
County Court. The banquet was also intended to comme- 
morate the opening of the new countycourt. Covers were 
laid for about sixty persons, and nearly all the legal gentle- 
men of Halifax were present. The chair was occupied by 
Mr. Charles Barstow, the oldest practitioner in the town; 
and Mr. A. C. Foster, town clerk, was in the vice-chair. 
Amongst the guests were Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson, 
Judge ofthe County Court, who sat at the cross table to the 
right of the chairman. Mr. Daniel, Q.C., Judge of the Brad- 
ford County Court, who sat to the left of the chairman ; 
Mr. W. Shaw, barrister ; Mr. H. Tindal Atkinson, of London 
and Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, of Leeds, barrister, sons of 
Mr. Serjeant Atkinson; Mr. Rankin, registrar, and the 
Officials of the Halifax County Court; Mr. F. R. Jones, 
registrar of the Huddersfield County Court; Mr. Sangster, 
registrar of the Pontefract County Court; Mr. Hariley, 
registrar of the Burnley County Court ; Messrs. Sunder- 
land, John Haigh, R. P. Berry, Hy. Moseley, S. Learoyd, 
Hy. Barker, and John Sykes, of Huddersfield ; Messrs. 
Charles Walker, T. Chadwick, J. Ibberson, and A. Fryer, 
of Dewsbury. 


After the usual toasts, the Chairman proposed 
the toast of the evening—“The Judge of Circuit 
No. 12—Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson.” He had great 
pleasure in congratulating him on his appointment to this 
district, but he was sure the profession to which he (the 
chairman) belonged ought to be congratulated much more 
on having such a gentleman appointed to this circuit. The 
toast was drunk with great enthusiasm, with musical 
honours, and amid rounds of cheering. 


Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson was loudly applauded on 
rising to respond. After some preliminary remarks he said 
Gentlemen, there are some topics which go beyond the* 
personal and touch the general interests of thecountry. The 
principal topic which has called you here together this 
evening is that of commemorating the inauguration of 
a building worthy of the increased duties which we as 
county court judges have to discharge, and, I hope, worthy 
of the coming future. These courts have risen into their 
present position through very great difficulty, and those who 
are old enough to remember what took place in the House of 
Lords when Lord Brougham introduced, with his unrivalled 
mastery of eloquence, the first County Court Bill, will 
know that that was thrown out by a very small majority ; 
but the culminating intelligence and moral power of this 
great country forced it upon the attention of the Legislature, 
and ultimately, in 1846 or 1847, the bill under which I am 
acting was passed. What has followed? Eighteen million 
plaints have been issued from these courts ; 10 million 
plaints have been tried in these courts and judgments re. 
covered. A sum of 48 millions has been songht to be re- 
covered ; 22 millions have actually issued in judgments ; 
and the people themselves have cheerfully and without 
complaint paid seven millions in costs for the purpose of 
having justice brought to theirown doors. These are facts 
which speak trumpet-tongued, and in the legislation which 
is now impending, I believe that these courts should be made 
courts of first instance, and justice brought home to every 
man’s door regardless of old customs which have no longer 
any application to the advanced needs of society, and that 
we should form in this vast county a court which shall bring, 
as I said, justico to every man's door. I have the honour to 
preside over six courts, some of less importarce than others, 
bat permit me to say—and I use not this as the language of 
compliment, that I have a body of advocates practising be- 
fore me who know their duties, and who, knowing them, 
practise them—men whose integrity and probity are unim. 
peached, and in the intercourse that I have had with them 
here I take this public opportunity of saying that in no one 
instance have I ever met with an attempt to hoodwiak the 
Court. After referring to his predecessor, and to the new 
court the learned Serjeant suggested the formation ofa legal 
association, and concluded by saying—It is sufficient 

mo that I endeavour to discharge my duty as faithfully as 
IT can, and I am reminded that he should not boast who 
putteth on his armour but when he putteth it off— Allow 





to the privileges extended to the tree vintner. The magis- 
trate, however, fined the defendant 50s., and refused to 
Srant a case. 


me to say that this isa proud moment for mo to receive 
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Such a tribute from a body of intellectual and educated 
men, and all I can hope is that I may hand down to my 
sons the heritage of an uatarnished name. 

Mr. Learoyd proposed “The Judges of the adjoining 
County Courts,” and referred in complimentary terms to 
Mr. Daniel, Judge of the Bradford County Court. He also 
spoke of the cordial feeling existing in the West Riding be- 
tween the attorneys and the members of the bar. 

Mr. Daniel, Q.C., Judge of the Bradford County Court, in 
responding, referred at great length to the question of law 
reform, and expressed his strong impression that if a few 
selected centres were decided upon in the legislation now 
proposed, things had much better remain as they are. 
The learned gentleman seemed to Jean to the opinion that 
increased powers should be given to county courts, and he 
defended these courts from the aspersions cast upon them 
by the London members of the profession. 

Mr. Jubb proposed “ The Officers of the Halifax County 
Court,” remarking that, so far as his experience went, he 
believed there was not a better set of officers in England. 

Mr. Rankin (registrar) responded, and said he gathered 
that his earnest endeavours during the fourteen years of 
his registrarship had, on the whole, met with their ap- 
proval. They would be surprised to hear there were 
now no less than 6,000 open ledger accounts, besides 7,000 
plaints passing through the county court, and they could 
imagine what superintendence was required to keep the 
machinery in order. Mr. Rankin then referred to the 
opposition which the formation of the county courts met 
with from many members of the profession, he being the 
only attorney out of sixty or seventy in a large town who 
advocated them ; and, alluding to suggested reforms, said 
that if the power of commitment was taken away, they 
would become a mockery, a delusion, anda snare. It 
would be the most cruel piece of legislation the working 
classes had ever had. Mr. Rankin stated that he had 
received letters of apology for non-attendance from Mr. 
William Barber, and Mr. Phillips, Recorder of Pontefract ; 
and he concluded by proposing “ The Bar.” 

Mr. H. Tindal Atkinson replied, and paid a tribute to the 
ability displayed by the attorney advocates. After some 
other toasts had been proposed and responded to, the pro- 
ceedings were brought to a close. 








CONCERNING NAMES. 


Lord Coke said ‘‘a man may have divers names at divers 
times, but not divers christian names;” and »gain 
“regularly it is requisite, that the purchaser be named by 
the name of baptism ; for that a man cannot have two 
names of baptism as he may have divers surnames.” Co. 
Litt. 3 @. This doctrine was extended unduly in 1 Lord 
Raymond, 562, where a woman was indicted by the name 
of Elizabeth Newman alias Judith Hancock, for keeping a 
bawdy house, and the indictment was quashed “ because a 
woman cannot have two christian names.’’ It is and has 
been quite the custom for parents to cumber their offspring 
with double or even treble christian names, and there is a 

pular notion that all these names either in fall or 
in initial, are essential toa legal descriptio personis. But 
such is far from being the fact. That the law knows but 
one christian name, and that the omission of a middle name 
or initial is of no possible importance, has been long 
settled in this and most of the other States (Franklin v. 
Talmadge, 5 Johns. 84; Roosevelt v. Gardenier, 2 Cow. 
463 ; Van Voorhis v. Bubb, 39 Barb. 479; Gotobed’s case, 
6 City Hall Ree. 25 ; Mill v. Christie, 1 Hill, 102; Edmenston 
v. The State,17 Ala, 179; McKay v. Spick, 1 Texas, 376 ; 
State vy. Martin, 10 Miss 391). 

In the first of these cases the plaintiff in an action of 
trespass guare clausum fregit declared by the name of 
William Robinson, and the deed under which he claimed 
title to the Jocus in guo was to William T. Robinson, the 
variance was held immaterial. In the second case, in 
entitling an order staying proceedings the initials “ V. S.” 
were omitted from the name of the plaintiff, Cornelius V. S. 
Roosevelt, but the Court held the order to be properly 
entitled. Gotobed's case was an indictment for forgery—the 
named forged and set forth in fhe indictment being “‘ John 
Wardell” —and the jury were authorised to find that it was 
intended to forge the name of one John N. Wardell, 

In Van Voorhis v. Budd a tax was assessed u 
to Henry D. Van Voorhis, while the name of th 


the roll 
@ person 





intended was William H. Van Voorhis, although he wag 
also known in his town as Henry Van Voorhis; /etd, that 
the descri} tion was sufficient. 

The Massachusetts Courts, however, hold that a double 
baptiemal name, as James Edward, is, in fact, but one 
christian name, and essential to a proper description of the 
person. Thus Thomas Hopkins Perkins were indicted 
as Thomas Perkins, and the indictment was quashed there. 
for. (Commonwealth v. Perkins, 1 Pick. 388). So Charles 
Jones Hall was eurolled in the militia as Charles Hall, and 
it was held that he was not duly enrolled. (Commonwealth 
v. Hall, 3 Pick. 262), So where property was in a com- 
plaint alleged to belong to Nathan 8S. Hoard, and the proof 
was that it belonged to Nathan Hoard, the court held the 
variance fatal. These decisions are not based on authority, 

That “junior” or “ senior ’’ is no essential part of a 
name was held in People v. Collins, 7 Johns. 549; Com- 
monwealth v. Perkins, supra ; Padgett v. Lawrence 10 Paige; 
Fleet v. Youngs, 11 Wend. 522; Kincaid v. Howe, 10 Mass. 
203 ; Hadley v. Shaw, 39 Ill. 354. 

Although the statutes (Laws 1847, chap, 464, as amended 
1860, chap. 80) make provisions for changing names by an 
order of a county court, there appears to be nothing in the 
law to prchibit a man from taking another name if he so 
desires. ‘‘A name,” said Chief Justice Abbott, in Doe v. 

fates, 5 Barn. & Ald. 544, ‘‘assumed by the voluntary act 
of a young man at Lis outset into life, adopted by all who 
knew him and by which he is constantly called, becomes 
for all purposes that occur to my mind, as much and 
effectually Ais name as if he had obtained an Act of 
Parliament to confer it upyn him.” And in The Matter 
of Snook, 2 Hilt. 566, Chief Judge Daly, in an opinion 
filled with curious and valuable information, held that a 
man was at liberty to assume another name without the 
interposition of the Court. The practice of having a name 
changed by or in pursuance of a statute is thought to 
have arisen from the difficulty of changing one’s name 
where one is known, without the interposition of a power 
which people are accustomed to respect. 

It is very obvious from the earlier books that surnames 
were, anciently, little regarded, the baptismal name being 
considered the chief index of identity. ‘ Special heed,” 
said Lord Coke, * is to be taken of the name of baptiam,” 
and Chief Justice Popham in Britton v. Wrightman, Poph. 
56, speaking of grants, declared that ‘‘the law is not 
precise in the case of surnames, but for the christian name 
this ought always to be perfect.” In fact the origin of the 
term surname—super nomen, or name over or added 
(Trench, Study of Words), indicates the slight office it 
filled in the deseriptio personis. But the surnames, from 
their great variety and from the constant repetition of 
christian names, have become the most certain mark of 
identity —Albany Law Jourual. 

[See Williams v. Bryant, 5 M. & W. 447.—Ep. S. J] 





COURT PAPERS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


ORDER AS TO CERTAIN Fees TO BE TAKEN IN CouNTY 
Courts. 


Tn pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts 
Act 1856, we, the undersigned, two of the Commissioners 
of Her Majesty’s Treasury, whose names are hereunto 
subscribed, do hereby, with the consent of the Lord Chane — 
cellor, order that on and after the 10th day of October, 
1873, there shall be paid by any party requiring either 8 
warrant, precept, or writ to be issued, or to be issued and 
executed, or to be executed against the goods of another 
party, before either of the same is issued or executed 8 
fee of eighteen-pence in the pound on the amount for 
which the warrant, precept, or writ shall issue, or shi 
have issued ; and that for the purpose of calculating the 
fee every fraction of a pound claimed shall be treated a8 
an entire pound, so that the total poundage taken do n0 
exceed thirty shillings in any one case. 

And we do further order that, for every sitting under the 
Ballot Act, 1872, there shall be paid a fee of two pounds; 
and on every application under the Married Women's” 
Property Act, 1870, and the progeedings consequemt 
thereon, there shall be paid the same fees as if the appl 
tion had been a suit commenced in the court under 
provisions of the County Courts Act, 1865, where 
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subject matter of the suit does not exceed one hundred 


ds. 
ies we do farther order that the above fees shall be 
received by the registrars of the different County Courts, 
and be accounted for, and paid over by them to the treasurers 
of their respective courts, or, where there is no treasurer, 
to the superintendent of the Couaty Court department. 
FULKE GreviLLe. 
W. H. GuapstToneE. 
I approve of the above fees, 
SELBORNE, C. 
September 26, 1873. 








LEGAL ITEMS. 


A warrant has been issu2d for the apprehension of Mr. 
William Bull, the cashier at the Justice Room of the Man- 
sion House, on a charge of stealing monays belonging to 
the Corporation. 

Mr. Russell Gurney, the Recorder of the City of Lon lon, 
has returaed to this country after his long sojourn in the 
United States as one of the commissioners for adjudicating 
on the claims under the Treaty of Washington. 

The total amount, says the Pull Mull Gazette, of sales of 
landed estate, honses, &e., registered at the Estate Exchange, 
Tokenhouse-yard, from the lst of January to the 30th of 
September has this year been £7,591,835, against £8,000,531 
in the corresponding nine months of last year. 

At the Lancas:er Quarter Sessions on Monday the Chief 
Constable stated that there had been more apprehensions for 
drunkenness during the quarter than at any former quarterly 
period. He thought this result was due to the increased 
powers given to the police by the Licensing Act. 

The British Medical Journal says that a copy of an Act 
to be submitted to the Parliament, was laid before a meet- 
ing held recently at Sydney, of the subscribers to the Asylum 
for Inebriates. It proposes to authorise the duly appointed 
officers of the institution te detiin inebriates for a sufii- 
cient period, the messure being based on that passed in 
Victoria. 

Colonel Wilson Patten, a few days ago, at a meeting of 
the Lancashire Chamber of Agriculture, drew attention to 
astatement of Mr. Leone Levi that the poor-rates, involving, 
of course, many items of local taxation besides provision for 
the poor, amounted in 1863 to 8s. 4d. per head, and in 1873 
to 16s. 34d. per head ; while [mperial taxation amounted 
to £2 8s. 4d. in 1863, and £2 8s. 2d. in 1873. 

The amendment of the new Irish Jury Act, says the Irish 
correspondent of the Zimes, has not quite removed the 
causes of complaint. The chairman of the county of Down, 
in opening the Quarter Sessions on Saturday, had his atten- 
tion called to the fact that a considerable number of grand 
jurors and magistrates hul been summoned, and remarked, 
in reply to the observation, that he could not think of in- 
flicting fines fur non-attendence on gentlemen who were en- 
titled to sit on the bench with him, and to act as grand 
jurors. 

The City Press announces that the will and codicil of Mr. 
George Walford Armstrong, late of No. 33, Old Jewry, and 
of Crown-bill, Norwood, solicitor, were proved on the 25th 
ult., by Charles Armstrong, the son, Miss Eleanor Arm- 
strong, one of the daughters, and William Frederic West- 
wood, the executors, the personalty being sworn under 
£18,000. The testator divides his real estate between his 
son and two daughters, and after various legacies and gifts 
to his clerk, servants, and others, leaves the residue, includ- 
ing the goodwill of his business, to his said son. 

At the late Brewster Sessions for Newark, the magis- 
trates’ clerk chargod, besiles the ordinary renewal fees, a 
sum of 1s, for re-registration, and a further sum of 1s. for 
an oath as to the occupation of each applicant, and the 
ownership of his premises, The fees were paid under pro- 

and a memorial from the Newark Licensed Victuallers’ 
ation was presented to the Home Secretary, who has 
replied, “that the oath in question, not being authorised by 
the Act, the fee charged thereon is consequently irregular, 
and the re-registration on every renewal is unnecessary 
oppressive,” 

From the finance accounts issued last week it appears, 
says the Pali Mail Gazette, that five ex-Lord Chancellors— 
Lord St. Leonards, Chelmsford, Westbury, Cairns, and 





Hatherley—wers in receipt of £5,000a year, but the number 
is now reduced to four by Lord Westbury’s death. Sir 
William Erle, as ex-Lord Chief Justice of Common Pleas, takes 
£3,750 ; Sir J. Coleridge, ex-judge of Queen’s Bench, £3,500 ; 
Sir E, V. Williams, ex-jndze Common Pleas, £3,500 ; Lord 
Penzance, retired judge of Probate Court, £3,500 ; Sir R. T. 
Kindersley and Sir John Stuart, late Vice-Chancellors, 
£3,500 each; and Dr. Lushington (since deceased) re- 
ceived £2,000. There are several county court judges in 
receipt of p2nsions of £1,000. ‘wo ex-Lord Chancellors of 
Irelandi—Sir Joseph Napier and the Right Hon. A. Brewster 
—receive £3,692 each, and there are several other Irish 
judges on the list. 

A prosecution for perjury, says the Australian and New 
Zeavand Gazette, has bsen instituted at Geelong against 
Mr. William Morley, a carrier in a large way of business 
at Sandridge. Thecharge against the defendant is that 
in 1860 he married his niece at St. Paul’s Church, 
Geelong, and that at or before the ceremony he made a 
declaration on oath that he had no knowledge of any 
lawfal impediment or objection to his marriage. The 
defence set up was that, admitting the relationship, no 
offence had been committed, since there was nothing in 
the colony to prevent a man marrying his niece. The 
Ecclesiastical Courts had alone power to punish persons 
for marrying within certain degrees of relationship; but 
those courts did not exist in the colony. It wascontended, 
in fact, that Mr. Morley was quite justified in making the 
declaration he did, the marriage being good and valid in 
point of law. The Beach committed the defeadant for 
trial, 

The Times reports a trades’ union appeal which was 
heard at the Lancaster Quarter Sessions on Monday, before 
Mr. R. A. Cross, Chairman, and a full bench of magistrates. 
James Etherton, a member of the Barrow branch of the 
Sheffield Order of Bricklayers, appealed against a convic- 
tion by the Justices at the Barrow Petty Sessions for molest- 
ing and obstructing Noah Clay, with a view to coerce him 
to join the Sheffield Order of Bricklayers, contrary to the 
Criminal Law Ameudment (Violence and Threats) Act, 
1871. Itappeared that on the 30th of July last Etherton 
and Clay were working as bricklayers for Mr. John Mat- 
thews, who employed men belonging to both the London 
and Sheffield Orders of Brickliyers. Mr. Matthews, on the 
28th of July, discharged Clay and another member of the 
London Order, but before leaving the works they went to 
Etherton and five other members of the Sheffield Order 
who were standing in a group, and Clay asked Etherton 
why they had struck against them. Etherton replied, 
‘*We have resolved not to work with the London men.” 
Clay then left with his companion, and the men of the 
Sheffield order resumed work. Clay then tovk out a sum- 
mons against the whole of the six London men for moles 
tation, aud the charge was heard on the Ist of September 
by the Barrow Justices, who discharged four of the men, 
but sentenced Etherton to one month and Samuel Carr to 
two months’ imprisonment, with hard labour. Notice of 
appeal was given, and the case was heard at the Lancaster 
Quarter Sessions on Monday. J. B. Torr,Q.C.,and Watson, 
instructed by Mr. C. T. Taylor solicitor, of Preston, were 
for the appellant ; and Addison appeared for the respon- 
dents. TZurr submitted that the conviction was bad on the 
face of it, Gn the ground thatit did not set forth the par- 
ticular kind of molestation complained of, as required by 
the statute ; and he stated that molestation was defined by 
the Act under three heads,—lIst, persistently following 
a man from place to place ; 2nd, hiding his tools, clothes 
&c.; and 3rd, by two or more persons besetting his house, 
The conviction did not set forth any or either of these 
offences, but merely stated in general terms that the ap- 
pellant was guilty of “ molestation.” The Chairman asked 
Addison what answer he had to make to the objection. 
Addison replied that he did not see how the appellant could 
be prejudiced in the matter at all, as the definition of 
“* molestation” should be taken rather as an interpretation 
clause of the Act. The Chairman.—Clearly not ; this is no 
interpretation clause at all. It states in express terms 
three different kinds of molestation, and what is there, in 
case this conviction be confirmed, to prevent the appellant 
being brought up for the offence of hiding tools? Take 
the case of a simple false pretence. Would it be safe to 
say in the indictment that A B did by a certain false pre- 
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tence obtain from one C D certain goods, with intent to 
cheat and defraud ? Addison. —No Sir ; the Act requires the 
particular false pretence to be stated. The Chairman.— 
And so here;it is needful that you should set forth the 
particular kind of molestation. After a short consultation 
the Court quashed the conviction. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quoration, Oct. 17, 1873. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 924 Annuities, April, 85 9% 
Ditto for Account, 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 90 Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 5 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 90§ Ditto, £500, Do 5 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, 5 dis 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 248 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Dittc for Account, 


‘ 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
{ndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,205 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,5$ per Cent.,May,’79 103 
Ditto 5perCent.,July, 801093 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account,— April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88 102 Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug.’73 101 
Ditto,ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4por Ct., £1000 
MittoEnfacedPpr.,4 per Cent.964| Dittc, ditto,ander £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. .|Closing Prices. 





Stock) Bristol and Exeter ..... 
Stock! Caledonian 
Stock! Glasgow and South-Western ........0.....4 ae 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 
Stock) Great Northern .., 

Stock} Do., A Stock*® ........0...cocrsereeee 
Stock) Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Stock; Great Western—Original........0....seseeseaseeeee 
Stock) Lancashire and Yorkshire .......... 

Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 

Stock; London, Chatham, and Dover.,.,....... 








| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00... 
Metropolitan 
Fr Bee, SUNUNE: ch cee pregttacecacisascncbossasincea’ 
Midland 
North British 
| North Eastern 
' North London 
North Staffordshire ... 
South Devon 
} South-Eastern .......0-...000+ eee 


* A receives no dividend util 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
































Money MARKET AND City INTE LLIGENC”. 

On Tuesday the Bank rate was raised from 5 per cent. to 
6 percent. The return issued on Thursday shows that the 
proportion of reserve to liabilities has fallen from 32} per 
cent. to about 314. There has been some fluctuation in the 
railway market during the week. On Monday the market 
was dull, but on Tuesday afternoon an improvement oc- 
curred, followed on Wednesday by a decline, while on 
Thursday prices considerably improved Eries have fluc- 
tuated a good deal. Foreign securities were depressed at 
the beginning of the week, and on Wednesday there was 
something like a panic in Egyptian and Turkish, which fell 
from 3 to 4 per cent. from the prices of the day before. On 
Thursday there was more firmness, and an advance in 
several stocks. 

Messrs. Grant, Brothers & Co. announce that the sub- 
scription lists for the issue of £91,000 share capital in 
4,550 shares of £20 each of the River Plate and Brazil 
Telegraph Company will be closed on Saturday, the 18th 
inst., for London, and on Monday, the 20th inst., at twelve 
o'clock, for the country. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIKkTHS. 
Laxtox—On October 15, at Stamford, the wife of Thomas Lax- 
ton, Solicitor, of a daughter. 
Porz—On October 16, at 41, Oxford-road, Ealing, the wife of 
Edward Pope, of Gray’s-inn, of a son. 





MARRIAGE. 

SHEz—InwEs—On October 14, at Thomas-town, co. Kilkenny, 
George Shee, of 11, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, Barrister. 
at-Law, to Jane, eldest daughter of H. Innes, Esq., of Thomage 
town. 


DEATH. 
Bouton—On October 13, at his residence, Lee Terraee, Black « 
heath, John Henry Bolton, Esq., of No. 1, New-square, Lin. 
coln’s-inn, in his 78th yea r. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fray, Oct 10, 1873. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY, 

Calliards Manufacturing Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 8, directed to ba heard before tus M.R., onthe first 
petition day in Michaelmas Term.—Clark and Co,, Lincoln’s-in a. 
fields, agents for Standring, Rochdale, solicitor for tis patitioaers, 


County PaLatine or LANCASTER. 
Faiay, Oct 10, 1873. 

Albion Alkali Company, Limited.—Creditors are require, on or 
before Oct 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particu lars 
of their debts or claims, to William Rock, Lymm. Monday, Nov 10 
at 2, at the office of the District Register, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Togspay, Oct. 7, 1873. 
Prince of Wales Lodge of Odd Fellows Friendly Society.—Fountain ina, 
Westgate st, Gloucester. Oct 2. 
Tvespay, Oct 14, 1873, 
Church Lawford Friendly Society, Church Lawford, Warwick. Oct 3, 
Old Meeting Female Benefit Society, Old Meeting Schoolroom, Luton, 
Bedford. Oct 9. 
Sons of Benevolence Friendly Society, Ship inn, Lower Halliford, Mid- 
dlesex. Oct8. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tvxrspay, Oct 14, 1873. 
Nor 8 


Barber, Charles Worthington, Manchester, C»tton Broker. 

Hunt v Halliday. District Registrar, Cross st, Mancnester. 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuxspar, Oct 7, 1873 

Allen, Harriett, Fareham, Southampton. Oct 20. Goble, Fareham 

Archer, John, Eastwick, Essex, Farmer. Dee 2. Richardson, Great 
Hadham 

Astley, Sir Francis Dugdale, Everleigh, Wilts, Bart. Nov 22% 
Longborne, Lincoln's inn fields 

Ayrton, anne, Arundel gardens, Kensington. Nov 15. Lambertand(o, 
John st, ‘ord row 

ey George Robert, Auckland, New Zealand. Decl, Holmes, Bed- 
ord row 

Butterworth, Benjamin, Birmingham, Gent. Oct 31. Morgan, Bit 
mingham 

Booth, Samuel, Huddersfield, York, Surgeon, Nov 15, Laycock and 
Co, Huddersfield 

yoo Mary Ann, Bristol. Dec 1. Stricklands and Robinson, 

riste 

Butterworth, Mary Anne, Clifton Down, Bristol. Decl, Stricklands 
and Robinson, Bristol 

Davey, Edward, Hailsham, Sussex, Gent. Nov15, Coles, Eastbourne 

Faulder, Elizabeth, Boulogne-sur-Mer, France. Novi7. Hilt and Sov, 
Old Broad st 

Gibson, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer’ Dec 1. Moss and Os, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Greenwood, Jane, Scarborough, York. D2c 2l. Walker, York 

Higginson, Thomas, Withington, Lancashire, Gent. Dec 1. Wool, 
Manchester 

Hirst, Thomas, Batley, York,Gent. Oct 25. Scholefield, Batley 

Houghton, William, Pick worth, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov17. Wiles and0s 
Horbling and Donington 

Inman, James, Liverpool, Gent. Dec3. Toulmin and Co, Liverpool 

Kemp, John, Bath, Solicitor, Dec 10. Iomanand Inman, Bath 

Lewis, John Edward, Birmingham, Lock Manufacturer. Nov 14. Clarke, 
Birmingham 

Mogg, Frederick, Southampton, Lieut 5ist Reg. Jan 1. Clarke and@y 
Gresham house, Old Broad st 

Murray, Adam, Woodst, Warehouseman. Nov3. PhelpsandSidgwith 
Gresham st 

Peirce, Charles, Claremont st, Durham st, Hackney rd. Nov i 
Robinson, Charterhouse square J 

Peters, William, Coventry, Hall Keeper. Nov 13. Woodoosk 

entry 
Robinson, Elizabeth, Burnley, Lancashire. Nov29. Baldwin, Barmy 


Sandbach, Richard, Bricdale, Southport, Gent. Dec 1. Wood, Mat 

chester = 

Sutton, Sir John, Norwood Park, Nottingham, Bart. Dec 4, Wardadl 
Co, Gray’s inn equare ‘ 

Swale, Joseph, Boston Spa, York, Esq, Dec 2i. Walker, York 

Wolf, Thomas, Pee), Lancashire, Gent. Jan |. Banks, Preston 


Fripar, Oct 10, 1873. 


Ambrose, Maria, Stow-cum-Quy, Cambridge. Nov29, FrancisandGh 
Cambridge 
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Baxter, Walter, Chalk, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Nov 29, Bewley, 

Gravesend 
, William, Haughton-le-Skerne, Durham, Esq. Nov 3. 
Steavenson and Meek, Darlington 
Pietro Gaspare, Chester. Dee4. Tatlock, Chester 

Brownfield, William, Barlaston Hall, Stafford, Esq. Decl0. Blagg and 
Son, Cheadle 

Cavander, Samuel, Greville rd, Kilburn, Tobacco Manufacturer. Dec 
$0. Wea'l, Bell yard, Doctor’s Common 

Clark, Edward, North End, Fulham, Publican. Nov 7, Smith, Great 
James st, Bedford row 

Drory, John, Heapstown House, Sligo, Esq. Nov 15. Fearon and Co, 
Great George st, Westminster 

Dundas, Rev James Whitly Deans, Kintbury, Berks. Dec!. Merriman 
and Pike, Austin Friars 

Biliott, George, Bradfield dale, York, Farmer. Nov 4. Auty, Sheffield 

Harris, Samuel, Sydney, New South Wales, Surgeon. Nov 29. Boxall, 


Brighton 
Opts, Bears, Staplehurst, Kent, Farmer. Dec 1. Hinds, Goud- 
hur: 


nl 

Riddington, Ruth, Deeping Saint James, Lincoln, Nov 7, Brown and 
Atter, Peterborough 

Rist, David, Sible Hedingham, Essex, Farmer. Dec 1. Harris and 
Morton, Halstead 

Sprake, Charles, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Nov 6. Woodsand Dempster, 
Brighton 


Taylor, Wi'liam Tilsley, Oriel rd, Homerton, Draper’s Assistant, Nov 
12. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

Tennant, Anne, Sorrasykes, York. Dec 1. Wilson, Hull 

Trumper, Samuel, Hungerford, Berks, Miller. Nov 28. Goulter, 
Hungerford 

Tyson, Mary, Southport, Lancashire. Nov 4. Laces and Co, Liver- 
poo! 

Waterman, William, Poole, Cabinet Maker. Dec 31. Witt and 
Kemp-Welch. Poole 

Westlake, Augusta, Hanwell, Middlesex. Nov 15. Draper, Vincent 
square, Westminster 

Wheeler, Samuel, Stock Exchange, Esq Dec 1. 
Austin Friars 

Whitehead, Samuel Sanderson, Rawtenstall, Lancashire, Cotton 
Spinner. Dec 11. Sale and Co, Mauchester 

Woodward, Thomas, Greenhill, Shrewsbury. Dec 24. Clarke, Shrews- 


Merriman and Pike, 


bury 

Wright, Ann, Saint John’s villas, Upper Holloway. Nov 5. Dobree, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Turspay, Oct 14, 1873. 

Barker, Eleanor, Brenchley, Kent. Nov 10, Roberts, South square, 
Gray’s inn 

Blacklock, Peter, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
12. Ryland and Martineau, Birmingham 

Brinton, George Simon, Southampton, Builder. Dec }. 
Son, Southampton 

Brinton, Anne, Bitterne, Southampton. 


Southampten 
Dec 21. Walker, York 


Jan 
Hickman and 
Dec 1. Hickman and Son, 


Greenwood, Annie, York. 

Hallett, Thomas, Okeford-Fitzpaine, Dorset, Gent. Oct 31. Fincham, 
Blandford 

Hammond, Henry, Croydon, Ironmonger. 
lane, Cannon st 

Pritchard, Thomas, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
Cardiff 

Simpson, Frances Jane, Worcester, Dec 7, Pidcock and Son, Worcester 

Simson, George Witheat, Galleywood Common, Essex, Farmer. Dec 5. 
Gepp and Sons, Chelmsford 

Tugby, Rebecca, Coalville, Leioester. Jan J. 


Nov 30. Hogan, Martin’s 
Nov 20. Heard, 


Fisher, Ashby-de-le- 
ue 
Wheat, Thomas Whichcote, King’s Arms yard,Gent. Novi7. Wilkins, 


King’s Arms yard 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Oct 10, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Milton, Frances, Brighton, Sussex, Lodging house keeper. Pet Oct 1. 

Evershed. Brighton, Oct 22 at 11 
Nicholson, Henry Smith, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Glass and China 

Warehouseman. Pet Oct 6. Crosby, Stockton-on-Tees, Oct 23 at 2 
Rayner, William, Strood, Kent, Clothier. Pet Oct 7. Acworth. Roch- 


ester, Oct 24 at 2 
imco, George, Lower Beeding, Sussex, Farmer. Pet Oct 3, Ever- 
Harley. Bristol, Oct 29 at 12 


shed. Brighton, Oct 22 at ll 
Solomon, Michael, Bristol. Pet Oct 6, 

Wright, Walter, Fairstead, Essex, Butcher. Pet Oct 3. Gepp. Chelms- 
ford, Oct 24 at IL 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Oct, 10, 1873. 
Anderton, John, Halifax, York, Grocer. Oct 15 at 4 at offices of Storey» 
Cheapside, Halifax 
Behm, Edward Ferdinand, Manchester, Picture frame Maker. Oct 23, 
at 12.30 at offices of Buchanan, Basinghall st 
Barber, Jacob, Bedford, Baker. Oct 23 at 3.30 at offices of Whyiey and 
Piper, Dame Alice st, Bedford 
Blakey, John, and Samuel Bush, Liverpool, Shoe Makers. Oct 23 at 2 
at offices of Rogersen, Cook st, Liverpoo! 
Bowell, Charles, Wersqatet, Licensed Victualler. Oct 22 at 3 at offices 
ee, S st, 
Bowen, Richard, Shrewsbery, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Oct 24 at 11 
at offices of Morris, Swan hil}, Shrewsbury 
roadbent, Rebert William, Shipley, York, Merchant. Oct 23 at 3 at 
of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 
m, Peter, and Charles Anderson, Birmingham, Tailors. Oct 27 
&t 3 at offices of Read and Co, Albert buildings, Queen Victoria st, 
Butcher, Cheapside 








Dowell, William, Birmingham, Ironfounder. Oct 18 at 10 at the Acorn 
Hotel, Upper Temple st, Birmingham. East, Birmingham 

Drake, Joseph, Barnsley, York, General Dealer. Oct 23 at 11 at 
offices of Dibb and Raley. Regent st, Barnsley 

Elliott, Robert Edward, Clevedon, Somerset, Grocer. Oct 20 at 2 at 
offices of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Field, James, Whitheaven, Cumberland, Shoemaker. Oct 17 at 12 at 

r oa tytn dye Lowther st, Whitheaven 
ieldsend, Samuel, Barnsley, York, Shopkeeper. Oct 23 at 3 . 

6 of ae = peer ten — = Secuabey oa 
artside, Joseph, an arles Smyth, King st, Soho, Wa 4 
Oct 23 at 12 at offices of Weeks and Son, Newgate st anes 

Gibson, George, and Thomas Ainley, Leeds, Cloth Merchants, Oct 22 
at 2 at offices of Simpson and Burrell. Albion st, Leeds 

oe wt, sat Borrett, Fore st, Limehouse, Stearine 

ufacturers. "30 at 12 at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. 

Linklater and Co, Walbrook < + 

Hardman, William, Walsall, Stafford, Draper. Oct 27 at 3 at offices of 
Rowlands and Co, Colemore row, Birmingham 

Harris, George Albert, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Builder. Oct 27 at 3 at 
69, George st, Ryde. Urry 

Heywood, Tom, and John Heywood, Oldham, Lancashire, Journeymen 
Masons. Oct 22 at 11 at offices of Ponsonby, Clegg st, Oldham 

Holroyd, Samuel, Newton Heath, Manchester, Chemist. Oct 23 at 3 at 
offices of Addleshaw and Warbnrton, King st, Manchester 

Honybun, William, York place, Shep herd’s Bush, Eating house Keeper. 
Oct 22 at 11 at the Richmond Hotel, Sherherd’s Bush rd 

Hooper, William, Plymouth, Devon, Builder. Oct 22 at 11 at offices of 
Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Horrocks, Samuel Dyson, Dewsbury, York, Draper. Oct 27 at. 3 at the 
Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Jenkins, Edward Henry, Ledbury, Hereford, out of business. Oct 22 
at 12 at offices of Piper, Ledbury 

Jenkinson, John, Market Drayton, Salop, Butcher. Oct 27 at 2 at the 
Royal Hotel, Crewe. Lisle, Nantwich 

Jeyes, John, Bromley-by-Bow, Chemist. Oct 21 at 11 at offices of 
Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Blake, Lothbury 

Johnson, John, Killingworth, Northumberland, Grocer. Oct 22 at 2 at 
56, Westgate rd, Neweastle-upon-Tyne. Baty, Hexham 

Jones, Griffith, Liverpool, Journeyman Joiner. Oct 24 at 3 at offices 
of Smith, Corf’s buildings, Preeson’s row, Liverpool 

Jones, John, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner. Oct 27 at 12 at offices 
of Clarke, Regent st, Great Yarmouth 

Jones, John, Ironbridge, Salop, Draper. Oct 22 at 11 at offices of 
Osborne, Shifnal 

Jones, William, Howland st, Builder. 
Bridge rd. Lind 

Knight, George Ebenezer, jun, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Seedman. 
Oct 20 at 10.30 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Knott, John, Stockport, Cheshire, Warp Sizer. Oct 22 at 3at offices of 
Johnston, Vernon st, Stockport 

Leighton, George, Westminster Bridge rd, Ontfitter. Oct 27 atl at 
— Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristcl. Benson and Thomas 
Bristo! 

Leverett, Caleb Rickman, Lincoln, Veterinary Surgeon. Oct 23 at il at 
offices of Moore and Ward. Silver st, Lincoln 

Levy, Alexander, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale. Oct 20 at 2 at offices of 
Scard and Son, Bishopsgate st Within 

Lumb, Frank, Sowerby Bridge, York, Fishmonger. Oct 20 at4 at office 
of Storey, Cheapside, Halitax 

Mann, Robert, Colchester, Essex, Milliner. Oct 24 at 12 at offices of 
Prior, Culver st, Colchester 

Matthews, William, Northampton, Plumber. Oct 20 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffery, Market square, Northampton 

May, Albert John, Stanhope st, Builder. Oct 24 at 12 at the Guildhall 
Coffee house, Gresham st. Levirton, Bisho psgate st Within 

McCormack, Mary, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Draper. Oct 24 at 2 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Leeds. Dodds and Co, Stockton-on-Tees 

McKibbin, John, South Stockton, York, Confectioner. Oct 21 at 11 at 
office of Cradock and Co, Quayside, Stockton 

Metcalf, Richard, Heckmondwike, York, Commercial Traveller. Oct 
24 at 3 at offices of Craven and Sunderland, King st, Huddersfield 

Oakes, Sophia, Cambridge st, Pimlico, Widow. Oct 27 at 11 at offices 
of Anderson and Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Peachey, Ebnezer David, Thornbury, York, Rustic Chair Maker. Oct £0- 
at 3at the Northgate Hotel, Burford. Rhodes, Halifax 

Pearson, James, Kirtley, Suffolk, Lodging house Keeper. Oct 27 at 12 
at offices of Archer, London rd, Lowestoft 

Pugh, George Jonas, Sheffield, Steel and File Merchant. Oct 23 at 12 at 
offices of Creswick, East parade, Sheffield 

Ravenscroft, William, Warrington, Laucayhire, Provision Dealer. Oct 
97 at 3 at offices of bretherton, Bank st, Warrington 

Richards, Joseph, Moxley, Stafford, Licensed Victuailer. Oct 22 at It 
at offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

Robson, Robert, St Ervan’s rd, Notting Hill, Coach Builder. Oct 20 at 
12 at offices of Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rust, Aaron William, Abridge, Essex, Farmer. Nov 1 at 12 at the 
Blue Boar Inn, Abridge. Hutson, Clifton st, Finsbury 

Rutter, Isaac, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer, Oct 24 at 12 at offices of 
Hill and Co, Saint Jobn st, Cardiff. Stephens, Cardiff 

Satow, Theodore Mason, and Edward Simes Hitchcock, Hercules 
paszage, Old Broad st, Bill Brokers. Oct 23 at 2 at offices of Low- 
less and Co, Martin's lane, Cannon st 

Sauser, Caroline, Margate, Kent, Draper. Oct 24 at 3 at 19, King st, 
Margate. Whale, Cheapside 

Schneider, Arthur Gordon, Boulogne-sur- Mer, France, Gent. Oct 25 at 
12 at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester. Dale, jun, Duke st, St James 

Sims, Heber Caplio, Southampton, Builder, Oct 28 at 3 at 23, Portland 
st, Southampton. Pocock 

Sing, Thomas, pene era Grocer. 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Smith, James Hoyle, Congleton, Cheshire, Coach Builder, Oct 29at3 
at the Lion and Swan Hotel, Congleton. Garside, Congleton 

Spargo, Thomas, Gresham house, Old Broad st, Share Dealer. Oct 27 
at 12 at offices of Kimber and Lee, Great Winchester st buildings, 
Old Broad st 


Oct 20 at 10 at 152, Westminster 


Oct 21 at 12 at offices of Morgan, 
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Stoddart, Herbert, Bow, Devon, Police Superintendent. Oot 23 at3 at 
office of Friead, Post office chambers, Queen st, Exeter 

Swift, Henry, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, no occupation. Oct 2! at 11 
at office of Steven‘on, Cheapside, Hanley 

Taylor, Thomas Richardson, Middlesborough, York, Brick Manufac- 
turer. Oct 27 at 11 at the Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, 
Middlesborough. Bainbridge, Middlesborough 

“Tibbies, James, Adam st, St Marylebone, Servant. Oct 23 at 2 at office 
of Harris, Duke st, Manchester square 

‘Troughton, John, Barrow in-Furness, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. Oct 20 
at Ll at the Railway Hotel, Wigan. Nalder, Barrow-in-Furness 

Tuckey, John, Aynho, Ox'ord, Grocer. Oct 22 at 3 at offices of Pellatt, 
High st, Banbury 

Warrillow, Aaron, Hanley, Stafford, Butcher, Oct 14 at ll at 26, 
Cheapside, Hanley 

Whitehead, William, Widnes, Lancashire, Builder. Oct 21 at 11.30 at 
the Mersey Hotel. Widnes. Clarke, Rancorn 

Wicks, George, Beyton, Suffolk, Miller. Oct 22 at 11 at the Angel Hotel, 
Bury St Edmands, Walpole, Bury St Edmands 

Wilkiuson, John, Gracechurch st, Timber Merchant. Oct 29 at 2 at 
offices of Michael, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 

Wilson, George, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Oct 23 at 11 at 
offices of Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 


Tuespay, Oct 14, 1873. 


Acdy, Henry John, Charing, Kent, Shoemaker. Oct 31 at 2at the 
Swan Inn, Charing , Stephenson, Chatham 
Aslin, Avery, Chatham st, Battersea Park. Oct 23 at 3 at the Ciare- 
mont Arms, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Bilton, Renfrew rd, 
Kennington Jane 
‘Bellamy, Joho, Birmingham, Tailor. Oct 25 at 11 at office of Assinder, 
Union st, Birmingham 
Best, Benjamin, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Painter. Oct 28 at 3 
at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester, RobertsandSon, 
Rochdale 
Bickel’, John William, Eseter, Boot Manufacturer. Oct 27 at 1! at the 
Bude Haven Hote}, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 
Boots, Benjamin, Wadhurst, Sussex, Builder. Oct 22 at I! at the 
Railway Hotel, Wadhurst. Palmer, Tanbridge 
Bramston, George, Woodtosd Green, Essex, Grocer. Oct 27 at 2 at 
offices of Carter and Bell, Leadenhall st 
Bristow, Rovert James, jun, Lomb»rd Exchange, Cooper. Nov 6 at 12 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Pullen, Harp lane 
Brown, William, Portsea, Hants, Licersed Victualler. Oct 24 at 3 at 
offizes of Paice, Commercial rd, Laudport. Blake, Portsea 
Burge’ Edwin, sen, Bitton, Gloucester, out of business. Oct 3l at 11 at 
offices of Ward, Broad st, Bristol 
Butler, John Thomas, and Joseph Smith, Broad st, Lambeth, Iron 
Bedstead Manufacturers. Oct 28 at 2 at offices of Clark and Co, 
Liucolo’s inn fields 
Caunce, Wiliam, Croston, Lancashire, Potato Merchant, Oct 24 at 
2.30 at office of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 
Charik, Hyman, Whitechapel rd, Clothier. Oct 22 at 11 at the Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Dobson, Southampton buildings 
Clark, William Henry, Birmingham, Ironmonger. Oct 29 at 3 at office 
of Canning, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Clark, Thomas, Newport, Monmouth, Baker. Oct 30 at 2 at offices of 
Pain and Son, Dock st, Nowport 
Clayton, Joseph, Huddersfield, York, Innkeeper. Nov 1 at 1l atthe 
County Court, Huddersfield. Freeman, Huddersfield 
Cluff, Benjamin, jun, East st, Prospect place, Cambridge Heath, Boot 
Manufacturer. Oci 27 at li at office of Chalk, Moorgate st 
Cole, James, Tipton, Stafford, Publican. Oct 25 at 11 at offices of 
Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Cooper, Jame:, Hereford, Sub Contractor. Oct 27 at 10 at offices of 
Curless, jnn. Offa st, Hereford 
Davies, John, Andover, Hunts, Coachbuilder. Oct 27 at 3 at the Sta- 
tion Hotel, Andover. Hodding, Salisbury 
Deakin, Walter, Birmingham, Jeweller. Oct 24 at 11 at offices of Duke, 
Christ Church passage, Birmingham 
Dillon, Thomas, Bath, Builder. Oct 29 at ll at the County Court 
Office, Abbey st, Bath. Maule and Co, Bath 
Dixon, John, and Richard Dixon, Colchester, Essex, Grocers. Oct 24 
at 3 at the Green Diagon Hotel, Bishopsgate st. Goody, Colchester 
Dyer, Waiter, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Builder. Oct 27 at 3 at offices 
of Marshall, Essex place, Cheltenham 
Ellicott, John, Bristol. out of business. Oct 29 at 2 at offices of Han- 
cock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. Taddy, Bristol 
Ellis, John, Batley, York, Jomer. Oct 27 at 2at 7, Exchange buildings, 
Commercial] st, Batley, Wooler 
Farmers, Thomas, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Oct 27 
at 11 at offices of Byrom, King st, Wigan 
Frieake, Edward William, Finsbury pavement, Auctioneer. Oct 17 at 
4at4,Little Moorfields. Pain, Wormwood st 
Garratt, William, Packington st, Islington, Dairyman. Oct 28 at 11 at 
Cfiices of Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 
Gaskell, Peter, Kingston-up n-Hull, out of business. Oct 21 at 3 at 22, 
Scale lane, Kingston-upon Hull, Chambers , 
Goldhawk, Arthur, Surrat Mills, Hertford, Paper Manufacturer. Oct 
27 at 2 at offices of Tatham, Queen Victoria et 
Graydon Martin Austin, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Hemp and Weir 
Rope Manufacturer. Oct 31 at 3 at ofticesof Kidson, John st, Sunder- 


land 

Grieves, Josepb, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer. Oct 25 at 11 at offices of 
Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Grundy, James, Liverpvol, Pawnbroker. Oct 27 at 2 at officesof Evan 
and Lockett, Commercia! chambers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Halsall, Joseph, and Margaret Halsall, Shevington, Lancashire, Farmer, 
Oct 28 at 11 at offices of Byrom, King st, Wigan 

Harris, William Charles Newland, and Caarles John Yates, Birming- 
ham, Factors. Oct 28 at2 at the Great Western Hotel, Monmouth 
st, Birmivgham. Webb and Spencer 

Harvey, William, St Aiban’s, Hertford, Common Brewer. Oct'27 at 3 
at offices of Milis and Lockyer, Brunswick piace, City r 

Head, Richard, King’s rd, Chelsea, Ironmonger. Oct 23 at 3 at offices of 
Stopher, Coleman st 

Howarth, Charles, Bexley Heath, Kent, Grocer. Oct 25 at 10 at offices 

it 


of Fu'cher, Basinguail s 








Howse, Henry, Lei square, A tant. Oct 30 at 2 at offices of 
Pook and Son, Mitre court, Temple 

Hoyle, J»mes, Acre, near Haslingden, Lancashire, Labourer. Oct 27 at 
3 at offices of Hall, Queen st, Accrington 

Humph ries, John Raper, Middiesborough, York, Plumber. Oct 29 at 11 
at the Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, Middlesborough, Bain. 
bridge, Middlesborough 

Jamieson, James, Liverpool, Horticultural En gineer. Oct 27 at 2 g 
offices of Ballringer, North John st, Liverpool 

Johnson, Richard, and William Henry Johnson, Sheffield, Watch 
ae Oct 24 at 3.30 at offices of Binney and Sons, Queen stchambers, 

heffie 

Jones, William Beynon, Carmarthen, Bootmaker. Oct 22 at 10,30a¢ 
offices of Griffiths, Spilmar st, Carmarthen 

Joseph, Elizabeth. Llangeanech, Carmarthen, Draper. Oct 21 at 12 at 
10, Temple st, Swansea. Howell, Lianelly 

Klein, Charies, Moss Side, { hire, C i 
at offices of Mann, Marsden st, Manchester 

King, George Manton, Brighton, Sussex, Professorof Music. Oct 30 at 3 
at offices of Grey, East st, Brighton 

Lawrence, Francis, Poland st, Oxford st, Tailor. Oct 27 to 12 at offices 
of Peacock and Goddord, South square, Gray’s inn 

Leake, Alfred, Salford, Lancashire, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Oct 29 
at 11 at offices of Mann, Marsdon st, Manchester 

Levite, Louis, Kennington Park rd, Licensed Victualler. Ozt 21 at 
4 at 3, Jermyn st, St James 

McCormick, Joseph, Darlington, Durham, Builder. Oct 29 at1l at th 
Lecture room, Central builiings, Bull Wynd, Darlington. Clayhills 
Darlingion 

McMahon, Andrew D>bson, Liverpool, Grocer. Oct 24 at 3 at offices of 
Qnion, South John st, Liverpool 

Minuto. Joseph, Brabant court, Wine ani Spirit Merchant. Nov5 at3, 
at offices of Waddel! Queen Victoriast. Crook, Fenchurch st 

Norris, Fredarick, Arlington, Gloucester, Farmer. Ovt 2iat Ll at the 
Ram Hotel, Cirencaster 

North, William Greaves, Newcastle-unon-Tyne, out of business. Oct 
28 at 12 at offices of Story, Cross House, Westgate-road, Newcastle. 
upon-Tyne 

Norton, Joseph, Bramley, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Oct 24 at 2, at 
offices of Carr, Albion st, Leeds 

Packer, John, Northampton, Confectioner, Ovt 23 at 3 at office of 

Oct 29 at 3 at 





Agent. Nov3at$ 


Becke, Market square, Northampton 

Paris, Pierre Paul, Leicester square, Wine Merchant. 
office ot King, Birchin lane 

Parry, David, Swansea, Glasmorgan, Grocer. Oct 24 at 11, at office of 
Morris, Rutland street, Swansea 

Pudden, Edwin, East Coker, Somerset, Yeoman. Oct 27 at 3 at the 
Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil. Davies, Sherborne 

Richardson, Charies Henry, Wakefield, York, Grocer. Oct 29 at 11 at 
office of Burton, Queen street, Wakefivid 

Robinson, Henry, Deepfields, Stafford, fron Plate Worker, 
12 at offices of Barrow, Queen street, Wolverhampton ~ 

Robinson, Henry William, Wvodside, Croydon, Rent Cullector. Oct 28 
at 2 at office of Carter and Bell, Leadenhall street 

Rogers, Alfred, Nownton, Wilts, Hairdresser. Oct 25 at 11.30, at offise 
of Hodding, Market House, Salisbury 

Singer, Meyer Joseph, Manchester, Merciant. O3t30 a3 at offices 
of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Standen, Frederick, Henry, Pontefract. York, Trilor, Oct 23 at 3 at 
the Crown and Anchor Inn, Pontefract. Stocks and Nettletoa 
Wakefield 

Stansfield, George, Brad‘ord, York, Plumber. Oct 24 at 11 at offices 
of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Summerville, Thomas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. Oct 27 at 11 at 
offices of Morris, Rutland st, Swansea 

weet, Thomas, Rochester, Kent, Printer, Oct 27 a! 12 at offices 0 
Nickinson and Co, Chancery lane 

Taggart, Thomas Edward, Benchall road, Peckh im, Commercial Travel« 
ler, Oct 29 at 12 at offices of Hebb, Argyll st, Kegent st 

Thomp-on, Robert, Holland rd, Kensington, Builder. Oct29 at3 at 
offices of Carter and Bali, Leadenhall st 

Tuboy, Robert John, Teddington, Middiesex, Statiorr. O2t 29 at | at 
6, Oid Jewry. Watton and Durham, Kingstoz-on-Thimes 

Turner, Thomas William, and Thomas Barnes, Fouotain ct, Strand, 
Licensed Victuallers, Oct 30 at 2.30 at offices of Christmas, Wal- 
brook 

Vawer, John, Middlesborough, York, D-:aper. et 28 at 1l at the 
Temperance Hotel, Bridge st, West Midadlesborough. Bainbridge,’ 
Middlesborough 

Vickers, Cuthbert, Hartlepool, Durham ,Carver. Oct 23 at 11 at offices 
of Todd, Surtees st, West Hartlepool 

Wagstaff Thomas, Manchester, General Merchant. Oct 29 at 3 at offices 
of Rylance Kssex st, Manchester 

Warner, Sewell, Liverpool, Ship Chandler. Oct 29 at 2 at 14, Cook st 
Liverpool. Duncan & Co, Liverpool : 

Watson, Henry, Hackney rd, Cheesemonger. Oct 27 at 3 at offices of 
Ellis and Crossfield, Mark lane 

Whitaker, Richard Henry, Bacley, York, Grocer. Oct 29 at 3.30 at 
offices of Scholefield, Brunswick st, Batiey 


Ost 25 at 


Wili ams, James, Birmingham, Baker. Oct 24 at 3 at office of Wright | 


and Marshall, Townhall chambers, New st, Birmingham 

Wilson, Jolin William, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Clerk. Oct 28 at8 
at the Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, Middlesborough. Baia- 
bridge, Middlesborough 

Wright, Abraham John, Colchester, Essex, Baker. Oct 23 at 11 at office 
of Jones, Butt rd, Colcoester ‘4 

Wrigley, Samuel, Oldham, Lancaahire, Cotton Spinner. Oct 28 at 3 at ‘ 
the White Bear Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Barton and Bottoms” 
ley, Ashton-under-Lyme " 
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